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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REGtOil rx

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

NO0217.003735
HUNTERS POINT
ssrc No. 5090.3

April 30, 1998

Mr. Richard Powell
Engineering Field Activities West
900 Commodore Drive
San Bruno, CA 94066-2402

SI.]BIECT: PARCEL E FEASIBILITY STUDY DRAFT REFORT, HTJNTERS PoINT NAVAL
SIIIPYARD

Dear Mr. Powell:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has completed review of the subject document. Comments are
included in the Anachment. Based on the number of comments we are providing, we request a meeting with
the Navy to discuss commenl resolution. Further, we anticipate that additional comments may bc neceisary
once the validation srudy results are presented to EPA. This will most likely occur as part of the review
Process for the draft final FS document. If you have any questions regarding these comments, please call me at
(4r5) 744-2387.

Remedial hojecr Manager

Ms. Valerie Heusinkveld, DTSC
Mr. David [.eland, RWQCB
Mr. Jim Sickles, PRC
Ms. Luann Tetirick, Navy
Ms. Karla Braesemle, Weston
Mr. Dan Stralka, EPA
Ms. Karen Goldberg, EPA ORC
Ms. Cyn0ia Wetmore, EPA
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General Comments

t . EPA would llke to sce an evaluation of the removal of the radium dials from the landfill, site l/21 and
Site 02 with off-site disposal as a remedial dternative. This was done as part of 3 6g6s13adrrm $3t
the Navy produced in April of 1996.

Please cxplain how Oe areas designated in the Ciry of SF's reuse plan as nixed use are being
addressed inaccordance with this plan. These are:$ are curreDtly being evaluared for industrid use
only. In general, the Navy has indicated that they are planning to cleanup to nreet the Ciry's reuse
plan, however it is unclear from the document how thar will occur.

We expect thar an evaluation of the feasibility of waland creation should be included in the document
as the reuse plan includes wetland creation on Parcel E.

Has the Navy considered tbe long rcrm cost associated with Operuion and maintencance of some of the
remedial alternatives. These costs may effect the Naly's selection of an alternative. For example, tbe
long term meintgnen6s requirements for capping IR-l/21 should be considered against the rcmoval
alternatives.

Please explain how the FUDs will be investigated as was agreed to previously by the Navy.

It is misleading to imply that the epping of Parcel E will meet rcsidential or industrial cleanup
standards. Althrougb we agree that the patbway for exposure will no longer exist, rcsidential and/or
industrial reuse will be prohibited based on institutional controls that will be rcquired to maintain tbe
cap. This should be clarified in tbe document.

Throughout the document there are referenccs to l0-5 residential evaluation as well as 10-6. Please
clarify what level of risk was evaluated and correct any descrepancies.

The ARARs should be consistent with the Parcel B ROD which has undergone extensive review and
comment. Please update to include agreements rcached on the final ROD.

The Navy indicates that the groundwater will bc disposed of through the FOTS/. The Navy should discuss
the viabiliry of this with the Ciry. Several communiry members have voiced concerDs about the capacity
of the POT\I/ and whether they can handle the additional volume.

Jls sum'niry of risk in Scction 2 is difficult to follow. Please provide a risk table that presents the
calculated risk rather than "47 of the 53 cxposure areas exceed 1x10-6". This is of panicular conc€rn
in that the Navy presents cleanup criteria for 10-5 and 106 industrial risk. The FS must present the risk
for each site to show a comparison of tbe cleanup goal scenarios.

Has skimming the LNAPL becn tried at HPA in the past? It is EPAs recolection thar this has not worked
during prcvious anempts. If this is oorrrect, what has changed?

There is uncertainry over the extent to which leaching to groundwater from sourrce areas will be controlled
in some alternatives, due, for exanrple, to the uncenainty of LNAPL reoovery and/or to problems with
removing contanination below the groundwater table and/or tbe effectiveness of 'encapsulation" of source
areas rclative to groundwater. The issue of sourpe area contamitration that will be left in place must be
addressed for all areas wherc natural anenuation is proposcd.

The very broad use of natural attenuation as a kind of default assumption in all alternatives is not in
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accoldance wift EPA policy and is tcchnically unrcund at prpscnt; more data is necessary to prove that
nanral a$enuation is effective in Parcel E and forthe specific @nnminrnts of concern (COCs). What data
has tbe Navy collected to supporr that NA (i.e. physical and chemical data)? Are conditions at HPA
suitable for this to occur?

In order to rely oD natural attenuation to achieve compliance u the POC or compliance with discharge
standards, source conuol is required; sour€c areas above and below the water table must be climinated.
The groundwater monitoring program mut include parasrters to demonstrate that natural ancnuation is
occuning; these analyses werc not includcd in thc tcxt or costs. Nan[d attenuation should trot b
considered fsl sesterninants for whicb this technology is not yet considered proven or for contaninants that
do nol degrade, like FCBs and other rccalcitrant organics and metals. Also, natural anenuation is not
acccptable for wells at the POC wherc crircria havc already becn excceded.

The effea of l:nd Disposal RestrictioDs (LDRs) must bc discussed in the Feasibility Srudy (FS). LDRs
would be triggered by many of the proposcd alrcraatives Eause placement would occur when wastcs are
consolidated from different Aleas of Conccm (AOCs) into a single AOC (e.g., the IR{l/21 debris area
or tbe [R43 waste oil ponds); this soil would be subject to the requirement for determining whether it
exhibits chancteristics of a RCRA or California Hazardous Waste and must moet all applicablc LDR
standards. Some applicable documents include Superftrnd LDR Guide #l (OSWER 9374.3{lFS),
Supertund LDR Guide #5 (OSWER 9347.3{5FS), and RCRA ARARs Focus on Closure (OSWER 9234.2-
&tFS. In addition, the March 8, 1990 heamble to the NCP includes information on RCRA and AOCs
on pages 8688-8689, 8692, 87ffi, and 8788. See comments rcgarding CAMU rcquirmenrs.

ln some cases, tbe presence ofother (i.e., non-Parcel E) sources is considered a rationale for not taking
certain actions at Parcel E. It is inappropriate to use this "otber source' argumeot since those other sources
are from within Hunters Point Shipyard (HPS) boundaries and the division of HPS inro parccls was
primarily done for administruive convenience and to facilitate transfer. The prcsence of these orher
sources Eay be grounds for a coordimted HPS-wide cvaluation.

It is not clear how a choicc will be made among the three differing cleanup (risk) scenarios. This sbould
be explained.

The total voluoe of soil to be excavated and consolidated under a landfill cap should be calculated and
compared to the vol'me of soil necded as foundation material. Tbe discussion should include an
assessment of whether the soil volume is too small, too great, or suffrcient and the costs of &e alternatives
should be adjusted as neoessary so ftar exccss soil is sent for offsite disposal or additional clean fitl is
costed as Deoessary.

AIso discuss if this soil is suitable as foundation material for Oe cap
geotechnical and other requirements).

discuss whether it mects

18. Please indicate how the data gaps identified during the RI are being addrcssed.

E)GCUTIVE STJMMARY

Page ES-l, paragraph 2. The sorrect date for CERCLA is 1980 Dot 1988. Please revise.

Page E$3, poragraph l. Table ES-l lists the types of @ntrminrns at each IR site in Parcel E but does
not provide estimated soil volumes as indicated in the text. Please resolve this discrepancy.

Page ES{' paragraph l. Thp text iDdicates thu a groundwater RAO was not developed for Area 068084
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grouDdwater because vinyl chloride is below thc action lcvel. Even if the groundwater is decmed not to
be the source of the measured vinyl chloride in tbe building, a risk may cxist based upon modeled
concentrations. Please discuss actions that will be taken to contnol exposurc due to inhalation. Also, under
cleanup Scenario 3, tbe inhaluion risk at this sirc needs to be addressed.

Identification of Areas Requirtry Renediation, p. E$7, poragraph l. The text Lrdicates that soils
excccding rcil cleanup goal criteria are groupcd into remcdiatioc areas, de minimis areas aad areas that
do not r€quirc rcmediation. Please clari$ how the dccision was made that some areas do nol require
remediation bccause by definition all ofthe areas excccd soil clcanup goal criteria ('soils exccediol cleanup
goal criteria').

Alternative 2, p. ES-8, last paragraph. For this and other alrcrnatives that include cappin"- ponions of
the site, pleasc disanss whether the final elevations havc becn evduated relative to future usl xe*narios and
the esthetics considered in the detailsd rnalyses. Also dircuss whether deed rcstrictior:: "to restrict
oonstruction at any capped area' would bc conpatible with the City's reuse plan. From t'igure 2-2, it
appears that some areas to be capped with a single layer cap will be used for industry or research and
development; construction will likely be required for tbesc uses.

Alteraative 2, p. E99, paragraph 2. Please indicate if driven sheetpile is considered to be suffrciently
"tight" at joints to provide the required degree of containment. Please discuss whether any site
contami&uts are incompatible with a slurry wall matrix.

Altenrative 3, Ilgure E$3. In addition to the sheetpile walls around IR43 and along the shoreline, this
figure sbows a single layer cap and sheepile wall around AOC 17 thar does not appear to be mentioned
in the text. Please discuss this area.

Alternstive 3, p. E$10, paragraph 2. The text indicares that the final capped area at IR{3 under this
alternadve would be approximately 6 acres; however the capped area at [R43 under Alternative 2 would
be about l0 acres (page ES-8). The rcspective figures (ES-2 and ES-3) show lhe same general area for
both. Please explain the difference in the size of the areas to be capped, and also explain why tbe same
area is shown on both figures.

Aftenrative 3, p. ES-10, paragraph 2. The text refers to a rcil cleanup goal of 2Coppm for TPH; this
value is not included in Table ES-3. Pleasc clarify.

Altemstive 3, p. E$ll poragraph 1. The text indicarcs that four AOCs would be encapsulated but
Figure ES-3 appean to show five (AOCs ll/14/15, 13, 14, 16, and 17); one of these, AOC 17, is uot
discussed. Please discuss AOC 17. Please identify all encapsulated areas. Discuss if it is possible to
remove these source areas (i.e., for consolidation under tb. .+) rarher that mrintain ftg6.

Altemative 3, Table ES-4. For Parccl E gloundwater, an interccptor trench and groundwater discharge
is indicated; please clarify whether groundwuer treatDent is a component sf this scenario. Also discuss
whether souroe control (panicularly for the LNAPL zones) will be conducted as rcquired to support natural
attenuation. Discuss what is meant by "encapsularion" of groundwuer AOC's.

Under this alternative, cotrtamioated Parcel E Miscellaneous Soils would be excavated and 'used as
foundation material' for the cap at IR41/21 and IR{2 Northwest Debris Zones. Please clariS whether
this alternarive in fact means consolidation and redisposal of contaminated soils fron various parts of the
parcel under the cap of IR{l/21 aod IR42. This appears to bc acknowledged in tbe text on page ES-10
tbat refen to potentid CAMU requiremens. Also, please clarify if it is known tbat this material is acrually
soil and uot landfill Earcrid (i.e., trash and debris) and is tbercfore zuitable as foundation material.
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t 2 . Altemative 3, p. ES-11' paregraph I and Altemative 4, pp. E$'ll and ES-12. Please cxplain why,
if groundwater behind the sheetpile wall wilt narurally attenuate before reaching tbe trencb, it is necessary
to contain groundwater and why groundwater could not bc allowed to discharge to the bay. It sccms tbat
the puoping system would be uscd only to pump the water over tbe lnstalled sheet pile or slurry wall to
the bay, where groundwater would naturally flow. Pleasc clarify if this was proposed simpty to provide
a point of compliancc and if that is the case, explain why monitoring wells could not sene this purpose
as well. Please discuss under what specific conditions a constructed wedand would be necded and explain
where it would be located.

Altematives 4 and 5, Table ES{. Under these alternatives, contaminated soil would be excavated and'us€d as foundation material" for the cap at tR-01/21 znd IR42 Nortbwest Debris 7nnes. Please discuss
that this dtemative would rcguire consolidation and redisposal ef s6atrmineted soils from variou pans of
tbe parcel under rhe cap ar IR-01t2l atd IR{2.

Alterngtive 4, p. ES-12, paragraph 3 and Table ES-4. Please discuss whether s![mming and offsite
recycling of LNAPLs diffen from the DPE and offsite rccycling proposcd under Alternarive 3. Bascd on
the text on page ES-12, it appean ft4 'skimming' refen to a limited duration removal of LNAPIs from
the groundwater in open excavations (i.c., during construction). If this is the case, please disorss the fate
of the longer term residual LNAPIT. Alternarively, plcase clariff if ir is anticipated thar all LNAPL will
be removed during the soil excavation.

Alternative 7, Figure E$7. This figure appean to show some aneas of saturated soil that are either not
shown or are identified differcntly under previous alreroatives (e.g., tbe southern portion of AOC t2, all
of AOC l, AOC 6, AOC 7, AOC 8, and AOC 9; what is uow labeled AOC I I appears to encompass rbe
area on previous figures that was shown as AOC 17, and AOC l0 appears to have been shown on Figure
ES-6 as AOC 16). AOCs shouldbe numbcred consistently. Please 

-indicate 
why all alternatives donot

address the s:rne contemineted arcas. Also, please cxplah how the AOC 12 area diffen from rhe
trapezoidd dark area at IR42 Southeast sincc, according to the legend, both will be excavated and placed
under the cap. Please clari$ if this was 6sss simFl/ to distioguish as between sarurated and unsaruraed
soils. AIso, please rcnumber the AOCs so that the numben are consistent betwecn figures.

Alternative 7, p. E$16. paragraph 3, end Ntemative t, p. E$17, paragraph 3. Wben sarurated soit
is to be excavated for consolidation under a cap or for offsite disposal, please discuss how the soil will be
dewatered to meet redisposal criteria. Also, discuss how tbe resulting water will be managed.

Altematives 7 and 8, Teble ES-4. Please clarify what is meanr by 'encapsulation" of groundwarer.
Also, clarify if "dewatering" of groundwater AOCs is expected to be a limited duration event as the phrase'dewateriag" implies (i.e., dewatering during excavation and construction) or whether this is this a long-
term pus'p/pretreat/discharge approach. Plcase explain why both offsite disposal and use as fill material
were included for soil in Alternative 7. Please clarify the respcctive discussions in rhe text.

Evalustion of Altematives Based on Nine EPA Criterir, p. E$l?. EPA guidance should be cired wben
introducing the nine evaluation criteria for the fint time.

Page EFlt, paragraph 4. It is diff,rcult ro fully evaluate the tradeoff bcsvesgs 5kimming and DPE wirbout
contou! maps showing tbe extent of LNAPL, but it would s€em hat the formcr is bener only if it is ccnain
that all of the LNAPL znne is exposed by the excavarion. Please discuss whether this will occur.

Oeerall hotection and [.ong Term Effectiveness, pp. E$'lt end 19. EPA disagrees with the sratemenr
that treatment is only sligbtly Eore protective because the statutory preference for treatment is based upon
the presumed destruction of toxic substonces, while contrinment could always, in principle, fail.
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2t. Pege E$lt, lesi peragraph end E$19, paragraph l. ln order for groundwarer discharge to the bay

to be .orr protective than discharge to the POTW, it would sccm that treatment before discharge to the

bay would be required (unless groundwater already urcets standaxds by natural attenuation in which case

diicharge ro either rhe bay or &e POTW is equally protective), but this is not pmvided in Alternative 3.

Assu-ig that the POTW also rreats tbe grogndwater prior to discharge to the same bay, either would

appear to be cqually Protective.

Long-Term ElTectiveness, p. E$19, poragraph 2. The statenent that consolidation under a cap and

offsite disposal are cgually prorcctive conflicts with the statenent on Page ES-18 under Overdl Protection

that offsite disposal is more prorcdive than consolidation under thc caP. Please resolve this discrcpancy.

Long-Term Effectivcness, pp. E9l9 end 20. Therc are internal contradictions in the arguments for long'

teroeffectiveness and petnanence as showu by thc conflict bctrveen text al the bonom of page ES-19

where it is stated tbat removal of saturatcd soil is bctter lhan containmeut, collectiou and treatment (and

concludes that Alternatives 7 and 8 are bener than the other alternatives) and tbe last paragraph in this

secrion on page ES-20 (paragraph 4) which indicatcs that containnent is better because this component has

parcel widi impacr nther than addressing only a portion of tbe parcel (coucluding that Alternatives 2

through 6 are bener then 7 and 8). Pleasc resolve tbesc con6adictory arguments.

Page ES-21, paragraphs 3 and 4. If the volume of LNAPLs is reduced by offsite recycling, logically

rhe rotal mass will be reduced as well at least from the onsite penpective. Please discuss.

Page ES-23, last paragraph. Please cxplain why solvens would not bc necessary to implement slcimming.

lf the LNAPL is viscous, it would s€€m that solvents would be useful both fq1 tkimming and for DPE.

Page ES-24, paragraph 2. This paragraph argues tbat discharge to the bay is easier than treatment and

discharge to a POTW because discharge to the bay requires treatmeDt. ln addition to being internally

inconsiitent (i.e., discharge to POTW also requires 'treatnent'), this sentence is logically incorrect

because rhe degree of treatment for bay discharge is higher tban for POTW discharges and therefore

treatment for bay discbarge is barder, not easier. Furthermore, as previously Doted, if the groundwater

is clean enoug! to discharge to the bay under Alternatives 3 and 4 (another inconsistency in this

paragraph) then it is most likely clean euougb to discharge to the POTW (or, for tbat malter, to not require

containment at all). Please revise for consistency and clarity.

Page ES-24, paragraph 4. Please discuss any administrative issues rcgarding constmction of tbe sheetpile

was such as wetlands or floodplain issues.

Table ES-S, page 1. The rctals shown for Altemative 2/Scenario l, Altenrative 4/Scenario 3, and

Alternative ?/Scenario 1, do not match the totals provided in Appendix G.

SECTION 2.0, SITE CHARACTERTZATION

General Comments

l. Most of the metals are evaluated rclative to tbe respective 'Hunters Point Ambient lcvels' (HPAk).

Please provide a brief statement or summary of how HPAIJ werc determined.

For most of the sites the ERA includes as a final statement a sentenc€ such as '[R-XX is a Category 2

sire". Please explail if this intended to be an overall classification of the site based upon the
predominencc of evidence for the various individual risks. Also explain if rhis assessment is guaDtitative
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or qualitative, and whether the porcntial additivc effecrs of multiple toxicants were considered in the
ranking. For example, sile IR43 lists 22 individual ccological COCs, but appears ro conclude that they
pose an "unc€nain, but no signifiotDt, immcdiate risk.' Please explain how the 'significancc' of tbe risk
was evaluated and why only the 'immcdiate risk' of conccrn was evaluated. This comnent applies to all
of the various sites. A brief summary of thc various carcgories and tbe mcthod for assigning categories
would be useful in tbe beginning of this scclion. Evcn though this informarion was included in the RI, it
should be srrmmarized in the FS. (Ihis may not be an issue now thu the Navy is conducting the validation
study)

3. It is not clear how "extended ecological site boundaries' are differcot from the extended site boundaries.
Please define.

4. For sites such as IR-38 and IR-39, which border on other parcels rhet arc being addressed undcr other FS
effons, please note if actions al those other parcels are likely to affect Parcel E sites and/or if some
combined action may m:kg 5snsg, i.e., if capping scenarios should logically cross parccl boundarics to
provide besl conrrinment.

5. ta 5rrmmerizing HHRA results for rhe various IRs it would be helpful to indicate the major componenrs
that determined the risk, where applicable (for example, if carcinogenic criteria were exceeded, what
compound or groups account for the predorninen6s of risk).

Soecific Comments

l. Section 2.2.5' p. 2{, paragraph l, bullet 7. Plcasc pmvide a brief summ2ry of the ftrnaion of the
saltwater utility system.

2. Section 2.3, p. 2'24, przgraph 3 and p. 2-25, paragraph 2. The text indicates that perroleum
hydrocarbon standards are being developed under the Corrective Action Plan which will oot be completed
until mid-1998. please discuss how the an:lyses in this FS will be affected by those standards which
cannot at present be considered. AIso, explain how the 'proposed cleanup values" presented in the table
on page 2-25 werc developed.

3. Section 2.3.1.1' p.2-30, paragraph 3. Please discuss tbe narure of rhe technicat difficulty in installing
the groundwater extraction system at [R{l/21, and discuss any pertinent lessons learned that may affeci
evaluation of groundwater extraction under altematives proposed in this FS.

4. Section 2.3.2.1,p.2'37' poragraph 2sndS€ction 2.3.6.1, p.241, paragraph 4. Forsires IR{2,IR-
04 and others which have a potenrial history for disposal of pipe lagging and simits' materials, please
discuss if the potential presence of friable asbestos has been evalr.rared and whether there is potential for
asbestos rcmoval. Most older Navy ships uscd asbestos lagging.

5. Section 2.3.5.3,p. 2'5t, buller 4. FCBs were found in gmundwarer in some of the wells where floaring
product was encounrcred at site tR43. Please qpecify if the free producr itself has been characterized wirh
rcspect to its composition (type of oil), contanination (i.e., PCBs or halogenated compounds) or pbysical
propenies such as viscosiry that may affect the ability ro rEcover the product.

6. Section 2.3.8.1, p.2-70, paragraph 3. Please describe the term'chemical canisten' more fully and
include any available information on what thesc canisters contained, how big they were, and whethei they
were used for dry or liguid chemicals.

7 ' Section 2.3.8.1, p. 2-70. paragraph 4. The text notes the observance of a leaking drum northwest of
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Building 521. For completeness plcase veriff that such materials have been addressed in previous removal
actioDs since as noted on page 2-7L, no future removal actions arc plenned.

Section 2.3.t.2,p.2-Tl,bullet 4. Please indicate what the 'residual product" is (i.c., petroleum, solve.nt,
etc.) and how it was characterizcd. Please spccify if this residual reprcsents product-saturated soils, and
if there is evidence of product at the groundwater table (see bullet 2,page2-72).

Section 2.3.9.1, p.2-76, poregraphs 2 rnd 3 rnd p. 2-77, poragraph 2. The text describes various
wastes obsenred on site including drurru, paint cans, lcaking metal tins, etc. its well as 'landfill debris and
residual product" at IR-12. Please dercribe/document the removal actions which presumably have
addressed these items since as Doted on page 2-77, no further removal is planned.

Section 2.3.9.2, p. 2-77, butlet l. Text agpears to be missing u the end of this bullet bccause the last
sentenc€ is incomplete. Please revise.

Section 2.3.11.1, p. 2{5 and Section 2.3.12.1, p. 2-t9. For sites IR-38 and IR-39, please discuss if tbe
presence of biological hazards has becn ruled out and how lftg enimet5 and biological materials were
disposed during the active life of thesc facilities.

Section 2.3.12.1, p.2-90. paragraph l. Please confirm that the dnrms, the oven and the tar tanks have
been removed.

Section 2.3.12.1, p.2-S, paragrapb 4. The text indicates that the current tenants oontinue to have 'open

underground tanks" containing various fuels products at the site. Please explain what is meant by 'open, "
if these tanks are underground and indicate how these operations are being, or will be addressed. For
example, please clarify if these tanks would be addressed under RCRA Subtitle I rcquirements. Also
discuss whose rcsponsibiliry they are (the tcnant or the Navy), and if tbey are to be addressed in this FS.

Section 2.3.12.1, p. 2-91paragraph l. A remedial action is planned for the concrete pad adjacent to
Building 707. Several other areas of this site have debris, print crns, etc. from past operations. Please
indicare whether the plenned removal action includes any of tbese materials and if not, whether debris
removal will be included ia dternatives under this FS.

Section 2.3.13, p. 2-94, paragraph 1. Plcase discuss if the agrecments rcached at the meeting in 1993
regarding ooncrete stainod axeas were documented in tbe administrative record and if so, please provide
a citation.

Section 2.3.13, p. 2-94, paragraph 3. Tbe pres€Doe of an oil stain noted in paragraph I may contradict
the statement that there is no apparent releasc at the site, particulady if the spilled material was transformer
oil as surmised. It appean that the real reason an investigation is not planned is the cited 1993 meeting
agreemeDt. Please clarify.

Section 2.3.14.1, pp.2-94 and 2-95. Please indicate the materials used in consuuction of the box culverts
and the method of sealing the joina between tbem. Also please present any infonution on the type of
waste oil that may have contanrinated the sream in the lines and explain why the lines in Parcel D were
sampled but those in Parcei E were nor. Fiully, to close out the issue of the steam lines and utilidors,
please indicate whether the removal of tbe stcam lines will include removal of the box culvcrts and/or
sampling of subsurface soil for TPH, PCBs, and other appropriate pammeters.

Section 2.3.15.1, p.2-fr, paragraph 1. Please indicate whether the removal of the fuel lines will include
sampling, and if necessary, rcmovd of subsurface soil contaminated with TPH and/or PCBs.

1 8 .
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Section 2.3.16.1, p.2-9t, paragrsph 2. Pleasc discuss whether tbe storm sewers drain matcrial from the
iadustrid landfill (i.e., leachate) or whe0er they only collcct rtrnoff from uon-waste ooltact areas.

Section 2.3.16.1, p. 24n cnd Section 2.3.17.1, p. 2-l(X). Please clariff if any pottions of tbe existing
storm and sanitary systens will be rsed under thc city's redevelopment plans. Please discuss wbether these
systens will be rchabilitated to reduce the potcntial inllucuce on groundwater flow by exfiltration.

Section 2.g.lg.l, p.2-102, paragraphs 3 and 4. Please confirm that ths Eaterials observed at site IR-52
have been removed since no funher action is planned. Please discuss whether any curent activities at
Building 809 are relevant to potcntial release and/or spr€ad of contamination.

Section 2.3.22.1, p. 2-111, paragraph 2. Please specify the use of Building 810 before it was used to
store investigation derived waste. Also clarify whether the solvents, fuels, and acid noted in the fint bullet
were used during the investigation or whether these marerials were the reunants from previous activities.
Subsequent bullets suggest thar Buildirig tlO and its yard were used for storage of baneries, waste oils,
fuels, and solvents.

Sectlon 2.3.22.1, p. 2-lll, bullet 7. Pleasc clarify if the liquids identified 'near' tbe landfill area were
stored lbere i1 tanks or containen, or if they were disposed or spilled there.

Section 2.3,22.1, p. l-112, peragraph l. As in the case of previous [R sites for which no further
removal actions ate pl:nned, plcasc confirm that waste sourpes such as the transformers, liquid wastes and
scrap metals in tbis area have bccn appropriately dealt with.

Section 2.3.22.2, p.2-112, bullet l. The tcxt indicates that metals in soil exceed HPAIr beneath the
building. Please clarify that the remedial alternatives preseDted in the FS include addressing this
goalamin:t!9a.

Section 2.3.22.3, p. 2-113, bullet l. TCE was detected in groundwater but was not reported or at least
nored in soil at IR-72. Please confirm thar TCE in IR-?2 is corning from adjacent parcels or from
previously removed sourccs like the solvent storage area in Building 810.

Section 2,3.24, p.2-119, pragraph 2. Pleasc discuss the extent of soil gas suvey in tbe viciniry of the
former UST, given that the building now lies over its assumed location. Also, please explain why
soaleminxlisn can be ruled out based on the assertion that any contaminated soil was 'probably" removed.
Even though the tank was ia place only a short time, it may have been in cotrtact with saline water from
the bay (depending on the relative location of the shoreline u that time) which would have accclerated
deterioration.

Section 2.3.25.1, p. 2-119, last paragraph. Please spocify if the UST at IR-75 is being addressed under
the correction action prognm.

Section 2.3.25.1, p,2-120, paragraph 4. The text indicates that additional investigations 'will likely be
conducted' at [R-75; please diruss when and how will this decision be made.

Section 2.3.26.1, p. 2-12i1, paragraph 2. Please clarify whether thc liquids discussed in rhis ar,ca were
stored there in tanks or containers, or whether the liquids weri disposed or spilled there.

Section 2.4,p.2-127, paragraph 3. The text states that there are620.5 acre subsites aod 121 2,500
square foot exposure areas at IR-36 sites. Please discuss whether tbese were evduated separately based
on individual characterization dara or evaluated as a group for a single set of COCs.
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Section 2.4, p.2-129, paregraph l. Plcasc indicate why an ERA was not conducted for these sites and
what will be used in its place.

Section 2.4.1.1, p.2-130, poregraph 1. Please indicare the type of containen inwhich PCB oil was
srored and the qpes of material (solids, liquids, ctc.) currcntly stored in Building 400 by EFA West.
Please clarify whether the compost materials stored in Building 405 are the actual oonPost
ingredients/producs or whether these marerials are machinery asd m:in1gs3a6p materials. Plcase confirm
that composting is conduaed on the HPS property.

Section 2.4.1.4, p. 2-133, paragraph 3. The text indicates that only one B-aquifer exposur€ arca had
groundwarer data but text on page l-132 (industrial use sccnario) says two exposure aras had groundwater
data. Pleasc clarify.

Section 2.4.2.1,p.2-134, paragraph 4. Thetext again indicates that additional investigations "will likely
be conducted.' Pleasc discuss when and how this dccision will be made.

Section 2.4.3.1, p. 2-138, paregraphs 2 and 3. Please clearly identi$ the current tenant 'Wagner.'

Section 2.4.3.1, p.2-138, poragraph 5. Please clarify if tbe surface water sheen was confirmed to be
petroleum by analysis or if this sheen was presumed to be pctroleum. Please clarify the phrase 'open

underground storage tanks." lndicate if these are open top renks set into the'ground far enough as to
qualiff as USTs (i.e., greater than l0% bclow ground) and disctrss why is it neccssary or appropriate that
rhey be open, if they are storing petrolerrm based products. In addition, the text states thu tbe containers
and tanks "are stored in this yard" but tlen states thar their removal is not documented; obviously if these
tanks are still present their removal would not !s dscrrmgst€d. Please clarify. Also, if tbe tanks are still
presenr, indicate if tbese tanks are being addressed under Subtitle I requirements regarding upgnde or
replacement.

Section 2.4.3.4, p. 2-141, poragraph l. Althougb il is recognized that tR 36 was evduated origina[y
under Parcel D, please explain why Parcel D "concentration of concern" values for lsd continue to be
used instead of Parcel E values.

Section 2.5,p.z-l4z,paragraph 1. Please clarify if there isasubstantivedifference betweeu thephrase
"base-wide' and "facility-wide" with rcspect to rcmedial prograns and if both refer to the HPS as a whole
rather tban individual parcels. Also, discuss if the various USTs indicated in previous sections as still
lsmaining on HPS are slated for evaluation and/or action under the facility wide UST program.

Section 2,5.1, p.2-143, paragraph 2. Plqse clarify the intent of sifting the sandblast waste and explain
whether sepamted fractions were dealt with scparately.

Section 2.5.2, g. 2-143, peragraph 3. Please indicate if tbe contaminated soil u former tenk 5-505
contains PCBs.

Section 2.5.2, p. 2-143, paragraph 2. Pleasc provide a complete sunnary of all UST actions including
those USTs identified in previous sections as being still h place. This iaformation could be provided in
a table.

Section 2.5.5, p. 2-145. Please clarify if thc scdiment removal in Basin I and Basin VII refen to base
areas served by rwo storm drain systems or if the.se are actually basins (i.e., storm retention ponds); this
may not be clear to the average reader from the general public.
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Section 2,5.6, p. 2-145. Please clarify if it has bcen detcrmined that no more free product recovery ar
IR43 is achievable.

Section 2.5.7,p.2-16, psragrsph l. Plcasc indicare tbc nature of the technical difficulties experienced
with the sheetpile wall in case the findings herc are rclevant to evduation of remedid alternatives.

Section 2.5.t' p. 2-16, poragraph l. Plcasc indicate in accordance with Scction 3.3.2.2rhat additional
free product recovery at tR{3 Wasrc Oil Ponds is considered in rhis FS.

Section 2.6.3' p. 2-l4t' paragraph t. Please indicate whether risks to aquatic rec€prors in the bay
adjacent to Parcel E, from groundwater discharges and/or surface water runoff have been cvaluated and
whether the rcsuls of any such asscssmeil bavc bc uscd to evaluate remedial alternatives for Parcel E.

Section 2.7, p.2-149' poragraph 2. The approacb to Parcel E DNAPL is deferred to rbc draft final
Parccl E FS. Thercfore, commeDts on this compoDcnt will be made upon review of the draft final Parcel
E FS rcpon. However, please indicate why rhis deta g2g, which may involve a significant sogrce tenn
for groundwater coutaminetion is 'anticipared to bave little iopact' on the FS.

Section 2.7, P,2-l4grparagraph 4. Pleasc specify the nature of the data gap related to ecological risk
for the benefit of tbe public

Section 2.7.1, p. 2-l5l' paragraph 2. Some words are missing in the next to last line thar appear to
relate to determination of sections to be srudied. Please clarify.

Section 2.7.2, p, 2-151, paragraph 1. The text states the planned removal acrion will include soil near
the steam line. For clariry, please include soil removal in the previous discussion on storm drain lines as
well.

Section 2.7.2, p.2-l9l, paragraph 2. Please clarify whether the vauls will be cleaned and/or removed
along with lhe steam lines. If they are not rcmoved, please discuss how poteutial cont2mination of the
underlying soil will bc detected. If the vaults are not proposed to be removed, please address the potential
for their serving to channel infiltration of storm water into the subsurface. Please address whether pipe
lagging will be handled and disposed as asbesros @nr'ining marerial (ACM).

Section 2.7.4, p. 2-153, paragraph 2. If the radium containiog devices/soils are really of limited extenr
and found only in shallow soil, please consider that it may be simpler to remove them even if capping is
selected. Please discuss this possibiliry.

SECTION 3, DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENING OF REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES

General Comments

l. The presentation of various treatment technologies should, wherc appropriate, briefly restare the particular
classes sf gqsteminants which are being mnsidercd. For cxample, when physical or chemical treatment
of organics are discussed, (see for exaople IR43) most of the references arc to petroteu[r go}ntrminents.
Please clearly indicate whether these are the only contaminants at IR{3 (or the orher IR sites) that require
ueatment. It would be inappropriate to draw conclusions about technologies based only upon TPH ifother
organic COCs which would affect the viability of thosc technologies are prcsent.

2. Since onsite placcment at landfills is prrins{ for scveral otber IR sites, please veriff that the total volume
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of soils ro bc excavated is consistent with the cstimated volume of fill needed at tR{l/21 and IR42

Northwest: this should be included in the text.

3. At leasr one in-situ tleatmeil for contaminared groundwatcr should be retained. Natural anenuation rclies

on tbe fcasibility of in-siru biorcmediation, so it is difficult to reject eDhanced in-sinr bioremediatiou without

discussing the issues raised by this technology.

Soecific Comments

l. Section 3.1.1.1, p. 34, poragraph 3. Please discuss briefly whether the individual target cleanup levels
(ICb) for contaminants have boen developed to achieve a total risk within acceptable ranges from
concturcnt cxposure to all conuibutors to that risk, for eramplc under an additive risk assumption.

Z- Tables 3-2a,34b, and 3-2c. Most of the cleanup criteria exceed the Region D( PRGs, forexample

34,000 mgftg of MEK excceds the PRG of 27,000 mgftg. Somc criaria exceed the respoctivc PRGs by

I to 2 orders of megnitude. Please cxplain.

3. Section 3.1.1.2, p. 3-5 paragraph 2. The text argues thar any soil areas which are shown by future data

ro pose an ecological risk are expocted to bc small in volume eompared to other areas with soil

contanination, and that they would not require tbe development of different rcmedial Prooesses than tbose

considered in this FS. Please indicate that if such soil arreias arre identified by the future ecological
evaluation, rhese areas will automarically be included in thc pertinent catcgory of site soils for remediation,
(i.e. the will be removed, cappod, etc.).

4. Section 3.1.2.2, g.3-7,last paragraph. The text appcars to refute the significance of tbe indoor air risk

ar IR-36; if this is true, the data summary in Scction 2 should bc updated to Eitrimize confusion. Also,

if rhe results of the additional soil gas survey do indicate risk, please discuss how and where the

commitmeur to additional remedial action will be made, e.9., in the ROD or in the Remedial Design.

Section 3.1.2.3, p.3-10, paragraphs I and2. Itappears thattheprinary argument against evaluating
fish ingestion risks is the difficulty of assessing the contribution from HPS and the primary protective

measure is the restriction on fishing. The 'institutiond controls' sf lenning fishing, while necessary aDd
somewhat effective in controlling crrrent risk, are not in the spirit of water pollution control laws which

seek to promore 'fishable and swimmeble" end uses in waters of the sute. Tbe prohibition of fishing, like
an instirudonal control on groundwater use should bc adopted only if remediation is determined to be
unfeasible rather than as a rationale for deciding thar rc6sdiation isn't necessaty.

Section 3.1.2.4,p. 3-10. This section includes RAOs for ccologicat rcc€ptors. Please clarify why these
risks are not discussed in Section 2.

Section 3.1.2.4, p. 3-11, paragraph 1. The text cites the EPA and RWQCB positions rcgarding the POC
for ecological rec€,ptors. For completeness, please provide a reference for tbis position (i.e., cite a
docunent or corespondence to this effect).

Section 3.3,2,4, p. 3-91, paragraph 5. Please provide a clear rationale why pcrmeable uearment beds
will be rcjec-red; it may not be sufficient to reject them ody hause tbey are hnovative.

Section 3.3.2.4, p. 3-91, tast poragraph. EPA policy, as provided in OSWER Directive 920o.4-17
requires source control as a oomponent of any natural a$enuation remedy. This policy should be discussed
in this section and the extent to which source control can bc achieved should be included in the evaluation
of any Narural Anenuuion alternative. lt should also be noted that thiq OSWER directive does not tneDtion
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PCBs as candidates for narural attenuarion.

Table 3{' page 2. EPA recommends that at least one in-situ txeatnent for contamineted groundwater be
retained; in-siru trcatmeDt forpetroleum based organics is not an unreaso[able eoncept. Given that nanml
anenuation (which has boen retained) relies largely upon the feasibiliry of intrinsic bioremediation of
organics, it is difficult to rcject the possibility of cnhanced in-situ bioreoediation without discussion of tbe
potendal issues; however, it is also noted that in-siru biorcmcdiation has not been discussed in Secrion 3.
Please explain why an in-situ treatment technology was nol retainsd; if one in-situ techDology is not
retained for the draft final FS, cxplain why.

SECTION 4, DEVELOPMENT AI\ID DESCRIPTION OF RE}TEDHL ALTERNATTVES

General Comments

t . A number of alterDatives consider use of soils from various IRs as 'fill" for IR{l/21 and IR-02 or as fill
in tbe ponds at IR43. For all of these alternatives tbe following issues should be addressed:

On a parccl-wide or site-wide HPS basis for reduaion of risk, consolidation of wastes into a few
restricted areas makes sense. A parccl-wide dissrssion of the total volu'ne of 'other soils" that
could be consolidated and the total uumber of otber sites that could be closed outusing this oprion
would be useful. Issues like whether the volume of available soil is suffrcient to satisfy fill
rcquirements, or whether the volume is too smdl or too large should also be discussed.

Please discuss whether EPA Guidance regarding non-contiguous sites applies to these options.

Please discuss how overall site- or parcel-wide costs are being optimized by using 'solid waste"
from some IR sites as 'fill materid' for thc landfills.

. Given that the text acknowledges that soil excavated from IR{3 may have RCRA Hazardous
Waste Characteristics, please discuss how this soil can be redisposed in the lagoon without
invoking RCRA Subtitle C requirements. Pleasc specify if this soil will be treated to be non-
hazardous. If the soil is treated, please discuss if this soil is subject to lntegrated Waste
Management Board requirements for redisposal at [R-03, given that the soil is from non-
contiguous areas (i.e., from separate AOCs).

lo general, the issues raised in oomments on Scction 3 conccraing ongoing cleanup actions, which are
restated in Sections 4.1 and 4.2, are also relevant to these sectioDs and are not rcpeated here.

AII alternaives should include a discussion under Oe Effectiveness crircrion of whe&er Target Cleanup
I-evels (TCI;) would be met.

All alternatives involving equipment 6[ggsareminetion or other generation of wastewater should include a
discussion of the disposition of wastewater. This should also be included in tbe cost estfuuiles.

Namral attenuation should not be the sole technology applied to the groundwaler alternatives. At leasr one
treatment technology should bc raained to addrcss the potential tbat narurd attenuation may not be
sufficient or effective (note that ar least 36 wells at the POC bave contamination above criteria); in this case
it would be necessary to implement a trtore active form of groundwarer remediation. Inclusion of a
groundwater ueatment altemative that goes througb evalu"tion under the niae criteria would avoid the
necessity of reopening or rcvising the FS at some furure dale, and would hence, reduce the time rcquired
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to implement active groundwater rcmediation, should il be necessary to do so.

Soecific Comments

l .

,)

Section 4.1.3, p. 4-3, peragraph 2. For completeness, please indicate where IR-51 will bc addressed in
the overall HPS feasibility snrdy prognm.

Section 4. l.t, p. 4-5, paragraph 2. Please discuss if the sheetpile wall at the ponds will also require a
groundwater extraction system like the oue proposed for the landfill and if similar technical difficulties are
expected.

Section 4.2rp.4{, paragraph l. Please delete theword'apparently'fromthe fint sentence bccause
the use of this word implies that there is doubt that the data gap exists.

Section 4.2.2, p.4-7. The text implies that the asbestos insulation has been removed from the steam
pipes. Please clarify whether this is true and if not, indicate how the asbestos will be handled and
disposed.

Section 4.3.1, p. 4-10, paragraph l. Please indicate in the text whether EPA's presumptive rcmedy
guidance provides for "regional' or in this case parcel-wide groundwater containment rather than source
(landfrll-specific) groundwater containment.

Section 4.3.1, p. 4-10 and Table rt-2. Please clariff why only No Action sad 66nlainment alternatives
are considered.

Section 4.g.1.2, p.4-ll, paragraph l. The text states that the cap will render the exposure pathways
incomplete. Please discuss how this applies to groundwater flowing tbrougb waste laterally.

Section 4.3.1.2, p. 4-ll, paragrapb l. For completeness, this description of the cap layen should include
a gas coltection layer which is alluded to on page 4-l3,paragraph 4. Please add a briefdiscussion ofthis
fearure.

Section 4.3.1.2, p. &13, paragreph 2. This section discusses shaping the cap for drainage. Please
indicate if the changes in elevation and overall profile of the cap have been evaluated relative to visual
impact or other commuairy issues. Also, it should be noted here that materials imported from otber areas
of Parcel E as 'frll marerials" are, actually contaminiled media being consolidated under tbe cap.

Section 4.3.1.2,p. $14, parngraph 3. For completeness, please include tbe projected O&M period when
presenting present-worth costs for the various alteraatives.

Section 4.3.1.2,p. *14 and Section 4.3.1.3, p. $16, COST. Please indicare whether the cost estinates
have assumed that the necessary 'fill' will be provided from otber Parcel E soil or from imported fill and
the potential difference in remcdid oost between the rwo options. This raises the larger question of how
the site-wide (parccl-wide) oosts are affected by choices made for oDe set of sites; for example, the costs
for tbose alternatives which consist of excavation of miscellaneous soils would be affected by the decision
regarding the source of fill for IROI/2I and IR42. Please discnss how the interrelated alternatives will
be handled.

Figure tl-3. Please consider adding to this and similu'figurcs the locations of subzurface barriers that may
be constructed for groundwater control. Althougb not fornally part of this alternative, these barrien would
give a good overdl picrure of the extent of protection. If it is considered inappropriate to add these
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barrien to thc soil alteraalives, 'supplemental' figurcs showing mmbined alrcmaives would be useful, or
references could be made to the Section 5 figures.

Section 4.3.1.3' p. &15' poragraph l. Please discuss to what extent the differcnce benreen Alternatives
2 and 3 is an artifact of baving initially divided the HPS sire into parcels and IR subsites, i.e. this entire
area could be perccivcd as oDe 'operable' uni1."

Section 4.3.2.1, p. *l7, paragraph 3. Plcase clariff why the no action altcroative is considercd to be
protective in tbe sbon term. Also, pleasc indicatc how the contamin:lnts would oontinue to 'solubilize'

into the groundwater (i.e., clariS if this statemcnt refers to contamination bclow the water tabte) and
migrate around the wall since the cap should pr€vent infiltration. Please revise tbe O&M costs to include
the mrintenanoe costs of the cap/sbeetpile already in place.

Section 4.3.2.2, p. Sl7, tirst bullet. The descriptioa on page 4-26 for Alternarive 4 indicates that soil
excavated in IR43 Day be Characteristic Hazardous Waste under RCRA or Cdifornia reguluions, and the
dcscription on page 4-27 acknorrylcdges thc applicability of both LDRs and, by infercnce, tle reguirement
for properly designed and construcred landfills for disposal. Please clarify why the potential for these soils
to be classified as RCRA Hazardous Waste does not need to be discussed in Alternatives 2 and 3. Please
explain if these soils can be redisposed in the lagoon under Altematives 2 and 3 without invoking RCRA
Subtille C requiremenr or if they will be treated to non-hazardous levels prior to redisposal.
Section 4.3.2.2, p. 4.ft. hst paragraph. Please specify if the abandoned monitoring wells will be
replaced to ensure adequate long-term groundwater monitoring for these disposal areas would be required.

Sec'tion 4.3.2.2, p.4-19, paragraphs I and 2. Please cxptain why there is an tbe order of magnitude
range in poteDtial soil volumes. Plcase statc where the debris sorting operatiou mentioned in the previous
paragraph would be conducted.

Section 4.3.2.2, p.4-19, paragrapb 3. The rcxr indicates that costaminated soit below the groundwater
table would not b€ excavated. Plcase discuss how risk from contrminrtion that lsmains in place will be
ninimized and discuss how this 66sreminerisn will be monitored.

Section 4.1.2.2, p. $20, paragraph 2. Please indicate if tbe changes in clevarion and overall profile of
the cap have been evaluated relative to visual impact or other communiry issues. Also, note in the text that
materials imPoned ftom outside tbe ponds as 'fill materials' are actually cont'minaled media being
consolidated under the cap.

Section 4.3.2.2, p. *20, paragraph 3. Please clarify if the costs for necessary pilot tests have been
included in the cosr esrimates for the various dternatives.

Section 4.3.2.2, p. *21' poragraph 2. Bioslurping implies that there are vadose 2eps ssslarninanls
rcquiring ueatment. Since this is the case, pleasc indicate how the other alternarives, which do not include
bioventing, address thesc vadose zone soils.

Section 4.1.2.2, P. &1, paragraph 3. Please indicate the tlpes of surfactants and cosolvents rhat would
be considered and discuss whether &eir use could increase the miscibiliry or mixture of product into the
aqueous pbase and reduce LNAPL r€covery. Discuss the fate of PCBs if solvens are used; many solvents
will mobilizc PCBs, however, sincc PCBs are not volatile, they can only be recovered by pumping
groundwater or recovering product by skimming or DPE.

Section 4.3.2.3,p. $8, paragraph 4,p. $A, paragraph 4, and p. +25, pangraph 2. Please discuss
the mechanism fsy menrging LNApL in Alrernative 3. If sheepile is intended to be the method for
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LNAPL conrrol, Dore thar ir is stated in thc discussion under Altemative I that evenrually tbe cffectiveness
of sheerpile will diminish as oonr2minants continue to dissolve. ln addition, tbe wall iself may deteriorate
over time. Please address how the sheetpile will contiaue to be effective for LNAPL oontaiment and how
long+erm cffcctiveness will bc Eaintaind as the LNAPL oontiDues to be a sourpe *f dissolved
contamination in groundwuer.

Section 4.3.2.4, p. $26, paragraph 3. Pleasc discuss whether the presence of PCBs in tR43 soil would
trigger TSCA and how rhe presence of PCBs will affect the landfill class for soil disposai"

Section 4.3.2.4, p.'4-Zt, last paragraph. The text states that the LNAPL is ent: :ified in the
groundwater. Please discuss whether tbis is a two, three, or mote phase emulsion (i.e., :' ictlss whether
thc emulsion is LNAPLwarer, air-LNAPLwater, air-LNAPLwater-soil, ctc.). Pleas.:, :iariS how the
rcmoval cquipment will cffectively deal with cmulsified produa that is not a true seP;i;:;il phase.

Section 4.3.2.4, p. $29, test peragraph, sentence 2. Placing excavated soil in a liccnsed landfill under
Alternative 4 will reduce the mobiliry, but will not reduc€ ttie toxicity or volune. Pleasc revise this
seotence.

Sentence 4.t.2.4, p.4-30, pafiqraph l. Please discuss how the costs for fill materials under the [R-
Ol t2l and IR{2 cap are calculated. Specify if these oosts as$rme the use of lR{3 material or if the costs
alisume offsite clean bonow soils.

Section 4.3.2.5, p. 4-30, first bdlef rnd p. 4-31, poragraph l. Plcase disanss thc rationale for
tandfilling tbe 'visible" waste rather than placing i1 qdthin the CAMU.

Section 4.3.2.5, p. &$, second bullet. Please clarify why this alternative discusses the need for a
CAMU since previous alternatives, which also involved redisposal of soil under the landfill area caps, did
not.

Section 4.3.2.5, p. rl-31, last paragrapb. The rcxt states that although the wastes arc expected to be non-
hazardous, they may exhibit hazardous characteristics; if so, wa;tes arc not non-hazardous as stated.
Please explain and revise for clarity.

Section 4.3.2.5, p. $32, paragraph l. The text discusses the criteria for desiguation of a CAMU.
Please discuss the California CAMU rules in light of the uncertainty regarding the federal CAMU rule.
For exanple, if the federal CAMU rule, which has bcen challenged, is not upheld, address how the state
CAMU rule can apply, given that it will then be, arguably, less stringent than federal reguirements for the
corrective action program.

Tables 4-5 and 4-t. Pleasc discuss why tbesc tables prescnt only capital costs. Alteraatives should be
compared using a preseot worth basis including capital and present worth O&M over the maintenance
period. Also indicate the assurned meintss2a6s perid for thc various alternatives. If there is no
maintenancp perid because the alternative involves only short-term constnrction such as cxcavatioD'/offsite
disposal, this should be indicated and the capital cost would be the present worth cost. However,
alteraatives tbat involve cappiDg and barier walls will involve some long-tero meintgasgss to snsure the
integrity of the containment system; this must be included in the costs.

Section 4.3.2.6, g. $36, paragrsphs 2 rnd 3. The text discusses various sitc specific parameters that
may affect the suiubiliry and cost of thermal desorption (TD) (e.g., prcsorting, moisture, LNAPL, erc.).
Please discuss the assumpdoss thet were made for purposes of the cost estinate for this technology and/or
where these assumptions are noted. Please indicate what waste sfieams (i.e., baghguse fioes, etc.) would
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be generated during soil drying if needed and discuss assumptions that were made with respect to disposal
of condensed oils.

Section 4.3.2.6, p. &36 and Flgure 4-7. Thc actual tcryerature for TD may depend in part upon the
particular organics to bc treated. Based upon the oontami&urts at IR43, please discuss the panicular
processing rcquirements.

Scc{ion 4,3.2.6,9. $37, prragreph 1, p. {-3t, poragraph 2, snd p. 4-39, poragraphs 2 and 3. Please
clarify metals at site IR43 for whicb soil sotidification and stabilization (S/S) would be rcquired. The
performance of S/S may vary significantly with the particular metal and tre.atment of multiple metals can
be significantly more difficult rhan Eraturnt of a single metal sincc the optimel treatment proccss and
conditions may differ widely. On page 2-56, tbc t€xt indicates that l7 metds werc COCs at IR43,
including several that are amFhoteric. Plcasc discuses the appliebility of the costed S/S variant (which
app€ars to be cemenVpozzolanic) for all of the mctals of conccrn both singularly and in combination.

Section 4.3.2.6, p. $37, paragraph 2. Plcasc indicate tbat a curing step may be needed following the
mixing step, if tbe treated materials ar€ not immcdiately ready for placcment.

Section 4.3.2.6, p. *37, paragraph 3 and Flgure 4-t. Figurc 4-8 does not show all of the pr@ess
comPonents mentioned in this description. Please revise the figure to include the additive feed, water feed
and possibly the soil curing components. AIso, in some cases tbe soil will not be ready for placement
imrnediately upon exit from the mixer. Plcasc indicatc the particular combined TD and S/S process
discussed in the third paragraph of page 4-37 on thc figure.

Sect ion4.3.2.6,p.+37,paragraph5andSect ion4.3.3.4,p.S97,paragraph2. Asnotedinprevious
conrments, please clarify if placement of treared !u1 coatemineted meterial (reduced from RCRA hazardous
to non-hazardous solid waste) at the landfill areas invokes Subtille D equivalent rcquirements. Also please
clarify if tbe only applicable "placement criteria' are the RCRA and California hazardous waste
characteristics or whether thc risk-based cleanup criteria still apply and if regulations allow these wastes
to be redisposed on site (i.e., at another AOC) if they are under the furure cap.

Sec'tion 4.3.2.7, g. ffi' paragraph 3. Eveo though treatability testing will bc required, please indicate
whether the concentratious of COCs al IR43 il3 u,rirhin the mnge of contaminant levels at other sites where
the solvent extraction process has proven effective. This provides an indication of whether site soil can
be treated to the risk-based cleanup criteria and rcplaced as suggested.

Also, please specify the type of wastewater tr€atment system to which water from debris warer would be
directed.

Section 4.3.2.7,p. 4-40, paragraph 4. Pleasc discnss whether any of these solvents (or a combination)
would be effective for all of tbe organic COCs (including PCBs) that have been derected in IR43 soil.
If all of the COCs cannot bc dissolved ia one or a limited number of these solvenrs (applied in sequence),
this should be stated as an additional reason o reject this dternative. A chemist should evduate tbe
feasibility of this prccess beforc the Draft Finel FS is issued.

Section 4.3.2.7, p. 4.4l' lest paragraph. This section cites the COCs as SVOCS and TPH, whereas the
previous alternative for TD did not mention the COCs. Please clarify why PCBs are not included in the
COC list and be consislent in noting the qAcs of contaminants and, where appropriate, the spocific
contaninants addressed by the various technologies.

Section 4.3.2.8, p. U3, paragraph 1. Please cxplain whar would be necessary to make rail transport
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43.

44.
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feasible and discuss whether offsite inrcrmodal transfer of wastc would be required.

Sec{ion 4.3.3.2,p. ffi, paragraph 2. Plasc indicate in this scction why only single layer caps arc being
considered and why multi-layer caps arc not considered neoessary.

Section 4.3.3.2, p. UT,paragraph 3. This appears to be the first alternative that clearly meotions the
ability ro meet TCIs under the Effectiveoess criterion. As with the COCs noted in previous eomments,
please be consistent in noting wbether cach altcrnarive is expccted to meet site-spocific cieanup criteria.

Tabte 4-7. Footnotes to this table provide assurytions rcgarding split between hazardous and non-
hazardous alrcrnative. This informarion should be incorporated in the text to address previots oornnents.

Sec{ion 4.3.3.2, p. W, poragraph 4. Pleasc discuss if rhe ease of implemenution is reduced somewhat
by the fact that this involves a number of srn:ll caps, rafher than a larger single cap. Also, discuss how
the horizontal extent of cach cap will bc determiscd (e.g., pre{esign sampling).

Section 4.3.3.3, p. ffi, paragraph 3. Earlier comments regarding the applicability of the CAMU,
possible waste redisposal restrictions sad simils'rcgulatory requirements also apply to this alternative.

Figures &9 snd 4-10. Please revise the legend to indicate that the remediation arqu lluly be outlined or
completely sbaded (in either blue or red) as appropriate.

Figure 4-l l . Please add a footnore, as appropriate, if the sbeetpile barriers require any lateral bracing or
anchors for stabiliry.

Section 4.3.3.3, p. U9, poragraph 2. It may be necessary 1s analyze soil samples for several iadicator
compounds, since , for example, the extent sf soil coataining lead may not be the szme as the extent of soil
contaminated with PCBs. The potential need for several analyses sbould be mentioned and included in the
costs.

Section 4.3.3.3, p. 4-50, paragraph l. This appears to bc the fint alternative that specifically addressed
tbe disposal of wastewater. All drcrnatives that will generate wastewatbt should address this concern.

Section 4.3.3.3, p. 4-50, paragraph 2. The text discusses the criteria for designation of a CAMU.
Please discuss lhe status of the California CAMU rule in ligbt of the unccrtainry regarding the federal
CAMU rule. For example, if the federal CAMU rule, which has been challenged, is not upbeld, address
how the state CAMU rule can apply, given that it may be less stringent than federal requirements for the
corrective action program.

Section 4.3.3.3, p, $s2rparagraph I and page 11-53, paragraph 3. The text states that placement under
the cap will reduce mobility of contrminrnr and prevent leaching to groundwater, which is accurate
relative to groundwater currently in contact with Parcel E Miscellaneous Soils. However, please discuss
if the lack of a subsurface barrier will allow grcundwater to flow througb waste laterally in the landfill
area.

Section 4.3.3.4, p.4-55, paragraph 2. Thc tcxt discusses various site spocific parameters that may affect
the suitability and cost of TD (e.g., presorting, moisture, LNAPL, erc.). Please discuss the assumptions
that were made for purposcs of the cost estimate for this tcchnology and/or where thesc assunptions are
Doted. Please indicate what waste str€au$ (i.e., bagbouse fines, etc.) would be generared duing soil
drying if needed and discuss assumptions that werc made with respect to disposal of condensed oils.
Finally, please discuss which COCs will be treated by TD at this site.
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55. Section 4.3.3.4, P. &S, paragraph 3. The texr indicares that Parcel E Miscellaneous Soils would be
combined with IR{3 soil. Although, as uoted in prcvious conments, this may appear to be a good idea,
it bas not been discussed for other IR sites. Please indicate whether ooonomy of scale has been assumed
in the cost estimate consistently for all siles. Also clari$ the cxtent that economy of scale by combining
site actions has lsgs considered in the technical cvaluation and @st, and also whether the comparison of
alteraatives depends on the ability to do so. Norc that soil must be tested to determine if il is a RCRA
hazardous waste before nixing oocurs and that the mixing of soil cannot be used to reduce contamirnnt
levels; if soil is hazardous before mixing, il must also be considered hazardous after nixing.

Section 4.3.3.4, p.4-56, paragraph 3. Please disctss tbe metals in miscellaneous soils for which S/S
would be required. The pcrformance of S/S may vary sipificantly with the panicular metal and trcarnent
of muldple metals can be significantly more dif{icult than treatment of a single metal since the optirnel
treatment prccess and condilions may differ widely. Plcase indicate if the S/S variant (which appcars to
be cement/pozzolanic) has becn shown to be applicable for all of the individual metals and also for the
panicular combinations of metals of concern.

Section 4.3.3.4, p. &56, paragraph 4 end Flgure 4-t. Figure 4-8 does not show all of the prooess
componeuts mentioned in the description. Also sec Comment 37.

Section 4.3.3.5, p. 4-59, paragraph 4. Plcase discuss assunptions that were made regarding rhe rclative
split berween hazardous and non-hazardous disposal and in-state versus out of state landfills for costing
purposes.

Section 4.3.3.5, p. 4.{1, poragraph 5. The text indicates long-term effects for the removal acriviry.
{5suming that there is, as indicated, a large volume of soil; please confirm that the projected conshlction
period for this alternative is long enoug! to qualify as a long-term (rather than short-term) concern. Also,
please discuss what the likely soil volumes are and the period of time the construction phase is cxpected
to require.

Section 4.3.4' p.442 and Table 4-9. It does not soem to be appropriate to use narural anenuatiou for
all of the groundwater alternatives. At least one treatment technology should be retained for inclusion in
an alternative. Discuss the possibility that in the absence of narural attenuation none of the altematives will
meet grouodwater cleanup criteria (sincc for thosc that would, further anenuation is good, but not needed
to address CERCLA criteria). It is not appropriate to rcly upon natural anenuation for all alternarives,
because if narural anenuation does not reduce ssaraminatisn sufhciently, it will likely be n@essary to
implement a more active form of groundwarer remediuion. If this happens, and the alternative was
evaluated in the FS, it will be much easier rc implement acrive remediation.

Section 4.3.4, p. 4{3, poragraph l. Please clarify why only two alternarives are considered for AOCs
I through 12.

Section 4.3.4.2, p. 443, paragraph 4, p. {{5, paregraph 3, and p. 4-71, paregraph 3; Section
4.3.4,4, p. *76, paragraph 3, and p. t7t, paragraph l; and Section 4.3.4.5, p, 4-79, paragraph 4
8nd p. 4-t1' pragraph 2. For all alterurives that r€ly upon Dafural anenuation of groundwater, please
clearly indicate the COCs for which Datural attenuation is required and cite appropriate tcchnical literanre
which supports the feasibility of natural attenuation for those specific COCs. Also please cite and discuss
compliance with EPA Guidance on (Jse of Monitored Natural Anetwation at Superfund, RCR/I Coneaive
Action, and Underground Storage Tat* Sites, (OSWRDireaive Number 92N.4-17) and any comparabte
state regulations and guidelines. It will not bc acceptable to have grouodwater contamination cxceedances
in 36 wells at the POC (46% of the 79 wells $rith coatqrninetion above HGAL adjusted screening criteria).
Please discuss the percentage of "attetruadon" that is due solely to dilution and existing dara for degradarion
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or othcr true naturd rcEcdiation mcchanisms.

Section 4.3.4.2, g.4{/., bullets. For tcchnical aocruacy, please rcvisc lbe order so that source removal

(butlet 3) preccdes natunl attenuation (bullet 2).

Section 4.3.4.2,p.4firparagraphl. Thetcxtstatesthat'...COCconcentrationsingroundwatershould
comply wirh the HCel--.Oj*ted screening criteria witbout considering naMal a,ttenuation.' This appears

to contradict the staremeni on page 4.65 lhat groundwuer from 36 wells will exceed criteria at thc POC;

please cxplain. Also please indicate the sourcc for the Ifu values usod in the calculation of Cro;1.

Section 4.3.4.2, g.446, paragraph 2. Figure 3-2 presents the locations of the groundwater areas of

ggnoern, it does not present 'thc proposed excavation limis ar cach AOC' 8s stated in the tcxt. Please

revise.

Scction 4.3.4.2, g. ffi, poragraph 3. Ptease explain whether mctals, pesticides and FCBs axe asong

the COCs thar excped HGAl-adjusted scrcsning criteria, and if so, discuss why natural anenuation is

expected to remediate these COCs.

Section 4.3.4.2, e. 446, paragraph 4. Please orplain the intent of sentence 3; il is uncleai whether for

soils as deep as 48 feet, the sheepile will be used to prcvent collapse or whether it will primarily be used

for groundwater exclusion. Please discuss the requircd size of the surfacc disturbance to dlow excavation

19 48 feet, and whether it is possible to excavate to 48 feet througb water'

Scc'tion 4.3.4.2, p.4.47, poragraph 2. \\e tcxt irdicates that a sheetpile wall would be constructed

around rp."pp"d area of rhe IR{l/21 and IR{2 NW debris z)nes; to avoid confusion it may be useful

ro menrioo rhis in rhe discussion of alternatives for IR{l/21 and IR42 (in Sections 4.3.1 and 4.3-2 and

also in relevant subsections) as well since tbis would provide some containment of the source arcas in the

debris zones. The text in this section (on page 4-?0), refen back to the debris zone descriptions; it would

aid the reader if installaion of sheetpile is described or at least referenced.

Section 4.3.4.2, p.447,paragraph 3. The text states thu groundwater samples would be used 'to vcri$

that groundwarer containing COCs at concentrations exceeding the HGAl-adjusted screening criteria have

been removed...' This component does not involve grorrndwater extraction; please clari$ whether this

senrenoe was intended to refer to satunrcd soil removal. Also clarify that this statement does not indicate

that grogndwarer exceeding HGAIs will not be allowed to l€m'in for narural aneDuation but rather that

soil will be removed until groundwater is below HGAIS.

Section 4.3.4.2, p. {fr;/, poragraph 4. Please discuss whether the large Potential volume of soils (which

may exceed the space under the cap) has bcen considered in combination with soil alternatives for

miicellaneous soili rclarive to the effect on the economy of scale. As noted in comments on page 4-56,

it is not clear whether economy of scale by com6inittg soil for treatment has been assumed in the cost

estimate consistently for dl sites.

Sec,tion 4.3.4.2, p. 4{t, paregreph 4. Please clarify whether underground piping is rcally needed for

this relatively shon-term action. Discuss whcther tbere are acccssible poins on the sewer system that

would not require underground piping and if containerization and tnrcking is a viable option.

Table rl-14. This table provides POTW criteria md shows rhat essentially no treatment is required. See

previous oonments on the relative case of discharge to the city vernrs direct discharge to tbe bay meeting

itpDgs.rit ria. Please consider adding tbe maxinum obscrved ooncentratiotls in groundwatcr to tbis table

so that tbe rcader may assess the potential that some treatment may be required'
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Section 4.3.4.2, p. 449, paragrapb 3. Please clari$ if the cap would be tied into the subsurface barrier.
If not, or if there are areas where the subsurface banicr cannot be tied into the cap, such as the sheepile
whicb may be installcd off-shore, explain what would happen to precipitation inside the barrier.

Section 4.3.4,2, g. Hl, paragraph l. Please discuss whether the grcundwater monitoring spccified in
this section includes natural attenuation demonstration parameten and whetber it complies with EPA
Guifunce onUseof MoniloredNuuralAnmuafionusuperfud, RCfulConeaive ActionandAdergrowd
Storagc Tat* Sites, (OSWER Direaive Number 92N.+In and any comparable state rcgulations aod
guidelines.

Sctiou 4.3.4.2, p. $72, poragnaph 2. Pteasc cxplain why groundwater disposal was considcrcd to be
an O&M cost if disposal of the groundwarcr renoved from excavations during comtnrction is the only
rcquirement.

Section 4.3.4.3, P. H\ paragraph 4. Please cxplain how rhis alternative, which relies in part upon
narural anenualion, addresses soulce control as specified in EPA Guidancc on Use of Monitored Natural
Aneruation at Superfund, RCM Coneaive Aaion and Underground Srorage Tat* Sites, (OS:lYERDireaive
Number 92N.4-17) and any comparable state regulations and gridelines.

Section 4.3.4.3, p. H4, paragraph 3. Unlike Alteraative 3, ia this case pennanent undergrouod
connections for groundwater discharge seem reasonable due to the long term pumping and disposal
requirement.

Section 4.3.4.3, p. $74, paragraph 4, Section 4.3.4.4, g, $77, paragraph 5, and Section 4.3.4.5, p.
4{0, paragraph 4. Please discuss whether the groundwater monitoring specified in these sections includes
Daturd altenuatioD demonstratioD paraEpters and complies witb EPA Gidance on Use of Monitored
Natural Anenuation at Superfund, RCP"/ Coneaive Adion ard Underground Storage Tar* Sites, (OSWER
Direaive Number 92W.+17) and any comparable stare regulations and guidetines.

79. Section 4.3.4,4, p. Ht, final paragraph. The final statement should be that the additional protecrion
does not justify the addilional @st, rather than the opposite as currently written.

80. Section 4.3.4.5, P. H9, poragraph l. Alternative 5 appears to differ from Alternative 4 in that
groundwater is discharged to the bay rather than to the POTW. Please discuss tbe relative trearmenr
standards for these rwo alternatives and confi:m that tbe reduction in discbarge piping cosl more rban
offsets the potential additional trcatmeot costs to provide direct discharge over the 30 year period.

81. Section 4.3.4.5, p. {-t0, poragnaph 3. Please discuss whether tbere are any conditions under whicb an
NPDES permit wouU not be required.

SECTION 5.0, DETAILED ANALYSIS OF ALTT,RNATTVES

General Comments

l. To the exrcnt thar Section 5 combines technologies aod alternatives from previous sections, many of the
specific conment on tbose sections will be relevant here, and are not r€peated in detail, in the interest of
breviry. Changes made to Section 4 in responding to com'nents should be reflected in Section 5.

Specific Comments

L Figure 5-1. Please include roads and match points on the inset so that the reader can easily see how IR-52
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intenects Parcel E.

Section 5.1.2, p. 5{, paragraph I and p. 5-7, poragraph l. Please cxplain how tbe total area requiring
single or multiJayer capping (163 acrcs) can cxceed the total sizc of Parcel E (135 acres, Section 2.0,p.
2-1, puagragh l, scnreuce 5). The language on p. 5-10, (pangraph 3, last sentence) further implies that
there is more land that will not be capf. It is unclear whether tbe area of IR-36 is included in cither
estimate and wherher this could acoount for the discrcpancy. Please rcsolve these discrepancies and rcvise
tbe cost of this (and other) alrcmarive(s) as Decessary.

Section 5.1.2, p. 5{, paragrapb 3, and Flgure 5-1. Please indicate wherc the wetland would be located,
if selected. Discuss whether construction of a wedand would impact &e City's planned reuse of Parcel
E. Also, pleasc discuss whether the cappcd areas would be available for future. If not, clarify if these
capped areas wiil be fenccd or otherwise sccured from cntry by penons using other areas of Parcel E.

Scction 5.1 .2, p. 5{, paragrapb 4. For a clay cap, pleasc indicate the type of surface that will bc applied
to prevent d'm'ge during recreational activities (e.g., topsoil and vegetarion).

Section 5.1.2, p.5{, poragraph 4. Please discuss the demolition of rtmaining strucrurcs and removal
of existing surfaces (i.e., asphalt, concrete, ctc.) required forconstruction of this cap. Cladfy whether
this demolition was included in tbe cost cstisate.

Section 5.1.2, p. 5-7, poragraph 2. Please speci$ how the junction between slurry wall sections and
sheetpile sections will be s€aled. Please address any concents over the ability to seal between slurry wall
sections by the DSM lgchnique.

Section 5.1.2, p. 5-7, paragraph 2. Please discuss the control ofincidental rainfall and percolatiou into
Parcel E. Alrhougb the areas are well ssatainsd, il sccms possible that over a 1l3-acrc area some rain may
get tbroug! on a localized basis as inplicitly acknowledged on page 5-8, paragraph 3 and page 5-10,
paragraph l. If so, please discuss the need for possible long-term dewatering, with poteutial discharge to
the POTW.

Section 5.1.2, p. 5-7, paragraph 3. In areas wherc the wall has to be installed a short distancc off sbore,
rhe area behind the wall will be backfilled. Plqase discuss pcrmining (or equivalent) requirements for
filling along the shore.

Section 5.1.2, p. 5.t, paragraph l. Please clarify the statement that groundwater moaitoriag is not
feasible. Wbile this is tnre in the classical scnse of monitoring groundwater "downgradient" from
ssq[einment rrnits, please indicate if wells will be lsreingd within the capped areas to monitor groundwater
conditions. Note that on page 5-9 it is statcd in the text that IR{3 would be capped instead of clean
closed, with post+losure care. This langruge formally raises the typical post+losure rcquirement for
groundwater monitoring.

Section 5.1.2.2, p. $10, parqgraph 3, and ngure 5-1, tlso Section 5.1.3.2, p. $30' paragraph 3 and
Figure 5-2. Please indicate the locations of the two wetland areas thal need to be frlled on these figures.
Also discuss tbe stanrs of tbese wetlands, including whether they are officially recognizrd as wctlands or
if they simply have bydrophilic vegetation.

Section 5.1.2.2, p. $10, paragraph 3. The tcxt indicates that groundwaler contaminant ooncentrations
will anenuate over time; pleasc indicate the mechanisms for atteuuation onc€ coutaiment is in place. In
addition, please discuss tbe applicability of natural attenuation under EPA Guidance on Use of Monilored
Natural Atteruution at Superfund, RCM Coneaive Action, and Underground Storage Tat* Sites, (OSWER

2 l



t2.

Directive Nunber 92N.417) givetthat the souroe term LNAPL will not be removed under this altennrive.

Section 5.1.2.5, p. 5'15, paragraph 2. It would be difficulr to construcr a werland in areas where
remediation has occuned withour disturbiag tbe constructed caps. please describe how wetlands would be
constructed given tbat the elevuion of the ground surface in capped areas will increase and that
groundwater flow will bc contained. Also, please cite applicable ARARs regarding mitigation here or on
page 5-9.

Section 5.1.2.t' p. 5-lE. Thc statement regarding capping as a presumptive rcmedy only applies to
landfills, it does not apply to capping areas with soil contamination. Please revise this statement.

Sec{ion 5.1.3, p. 5-19, poragraph l. Sevcral Soction 4 comncnts apply to rhis altenurtive iacluding: (l)
regulations for consolidating solid waste in one arca for redisposal (e.g., Scction 4, General Comment l);
(2) EPA policy regarding the use of natural attenuation (e.g., Scction 4, Specific Comrnenrs 62,74, and
76). The resPonse to these conments should be incorporated into this altemative as appropriate.

section 5.1.3, p. 5-20, paragraph 2. Plcase clarify why tbere is an order of megnisuds range in potential
soil volumes. Please specify if abandoned wells would be rcplaced.

Section 5.1.3' p. 5.20, paragraph 3. Please clari$ why the capPed area at IR43 is different from that
in Altemative 2 (6 acres versus l0). on the figurcs both areas appear to trc similar.

Section 5.1.3' p. 5-21, poragraph 3. Please discuss any available data rhar shows whether the
6sntaminatsd soils are suitable (structurally) as foundation marerial for the cap. If tbese data are not
available, indicate when the data would be collected and discuss altematives if the material is found to be 

'

rrnsuitable.

Section 5.1.3, p. 5-22, paragraph 1. Refer to previous couuDenrs regarding the application of the CAMU
to these wastes. Please clarify why a CAMU designation is not required ar IR{3.

Section 5.1.3, p. 5'23, paragraph 1. The text refers to compliance with rules for landfill operarions.
ARARs for landfrll caps are noted on page 54 I , paragrapb 4. Please address whether placement of even
non-hazardous waste in a "landhll' operation c^n be conducted wirhout triggering Subtiile D or Integrated
Waste Management Board design/construction rcquirements.

Section 5.1.3, p. 5-23, paragraph 2. Please clarify if groundwater monitoring is required for IR43,
whether or not it is considered a CAMU.

Section 5.1.3, p.5-24, paragraph 3, Scction 5.1.3, g.5-26, paragraph 3, Section 5.1.3.1, g, S-29,
paragraph 4, and Section 5.1.3.4, p. $S, paragraph 3. Tbe tJxt stares that contaninant ooncentrations
in groundwater will anenuarc over tinc; please discuss the mechanisms ftat will drive anenuation once tbe
containnent is in place. ln addition, plcasc discuss the applicability of naturat anenuarion under EpA
Guidance on Use of Monilord Nuural Atteruation at Superfund, RCI#. Coneaive Aaion, and
Underground Storage Tank Sites, (OSWER Direaive Nwfier 92N.+In and wherher rhe groundwarer
monitoring program will comply witb the demonstrariou rcquiremens in that guidance. Also, please cite
literature on tbe applicability of natural atrcnuation for thc specific COCs ar these sircs.

Explain why treatmeut is not required for groundwater in the vicinity of the seven wells where oontami&ut
coDcentratioDs exceed or will exceed the HGAL adjusted criteria.

Section 5.1.3, p. 5-26, paragraph 4. Please discuss how hcidental raidall and percolation into parcel
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E AOCs will be controlled. As recognizrd on page 5-28, infiltration may be minimizcd but not totally
climinated.

Scction 5.1.3.9, p.542, paragraph l. The starcment regarding the use of the presumptive remedy only
applies to the landfills, it does uot apply to Parcel E as a whole. Please revise.

Section 5.1.3.9, p,542, paragraph l. Please cxplain the basis and narure of the community ooncern
about locating a CAMU at HPS.

Section 5.1.4, p. 5.{2, paragraph 5. Please refer to previous comments regarding:

. Rcgulations for coosolidaring solid wasrc in one area for redisposal.
o EPA poliry regarding the use of natural attenuation.
. Management of infiltration within encapsulated areas.
. AlUtRs for Alternative 3.
o For descriptions and evaluation criteria which reference Alternative 3, comments on those

oomponents of Alternative 3 apply to this alternative.

Section 5.1.4, p. 544, paragrapb l. If saturated soils are excavated below the water table, please discuss
the method to be used to dewarer them for disposal. Also, discuss disposition of the water generated by
dewatering.

Section 5.1.4, pp. 5-44 cnd ilS. The text states that groundwater contaminant concentrations will
anenuate over time; please specify the mechanisms for anenuation once the containnent is in place. In
addition, please discuss the applicability of natural attenuation under EPA Guidance on Use of Monilored
NaturalAlenuation u Superfund, RCPi/. Coneaive Adion, andUnderground StorageTa* Sites, (OSII/ER

Direaive Number 92N.4-17) and whether the groundwater monitoring program will comply with the
demonstration requirements in tbat guidence. AIso, please cite lileruure on the applicability of natural
afenuation for the specific COCs at these sites.

Section 5.1.4, p. 5-44, paragrsph 2. Please discuss the types of surfactants and cosolvents which might
be considered, previous experience witb their use and their possible effect on incrcasing the miscibiliry of
product in the aqueous phase and hindering rccovery.

Section 5.1.4.2, p. 5{, paragrapb 2. Please address how the excavation of IR43, as described on
pages 5-43 to 5-44, would comply with clean closure rcgulations. Removal of only visibly contaminated
soils will not meet clean closure requirements; coufirmation sanpling is rcquired. Please specify if
confirmation sampling will be conducted at tbe base and side walls of the excavation. It seems likely that
if product is observed at the water table, excavation below thar point uuy not remove all waste and waste
consrituenrs as rcquired for clean closure. This seems to be acknowledged on page 548, paragraph 1.
If clean closure is not achieved, post closure sfiE similar to that noted for Alternative 3 may be required.

Section 5.1.4.3, p. H8, paragraph 2. Plcase discuss whether anchon or tiebacks are needed for the
shectpile walls and if seismic requirements affect the design of the sheetpile wall.

Section 5.1.4.6, p. 5-51, paragreph 6. Please disctss rhe assumptions that were made for the cost
esrirnate regarding offsite disposal of visibly contaminated soil and soil thet may fail LDRs. If tbese soils
are contanrinated primarily with TPH, please consider soil recacling as atr option.

Section 5.1.5, p. 5-53, paragraph 3. Please refer to previous oomments regarding:
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Rcgulations for consolidating solid waste in one arca for redisposal.
EPA policy regarding the use of nanral attenuadon.
Management of infiltrarion wirhin eacapsulated areas.
ARARs for Alternatives 3 and 4.
Comments on descriptions and evaluation criteria which reference Alteraative 3, also apply to
Alternative 5.

Soction 5.1.5, p. $54, paragraph 2. Please explain whether the range in miscellaneous soil volumes
reflects the threc different cleanup sccnarios, or discuss the reason for the range.

Section 5.1.5.' p. 5-54, lesl paragraph. Please indicate the rcryerature range that is considered
appropriate for destruction tbe Parccl E COCs. It is possible that some TD configurations or particular
systems may not provide the cqability for higher tempenilurc operation. Therefore, if TD is selected the
desigp would have to specify a tcmperaturc range or require a performancc test.

Section 5. I .5' p. 5-55, paragraph I end Flgur€ 5-f. It would be useful to show the general location of
the various trBatment system coEponents, e.g., soil staging, sorting, TD, S/S, post-treatmenr/staging on
Figure 54.

Section 5.1.5' p. 5-55, paragraphs I and 4. If water is used to quench soils, please discuss how any
water geoerated during this process will be managsd and bow the soils will be dewarered for redisposal,
since it is unclear if evaporuion from tbe hot soils would remove suffrcient moisture.

The moisture removed from feed materials will likely be contaminated, so it should not be used as quench
water for treated seil unlsss the water is also treated to r€Eove coDtarnination: this will ensure rhat soil is
nol recontrminated.

Section 5.1.5' p. 5-56, paragraph l. If other rclid waste streams such as ryclone and bagbouse fines are
generated, please discuss tbe sourcc of these materials and contaminants that Eay be present. Also address
the resulting vslumg increase for redisposal and regulations that may apply to importing solid waste for
use in this operation (and tberefore redisposing the imported wastes onsite).

Section 5.1.5, p.5-55, poragraph 5, and p. 5-57, paragraph l. Please specify which meuls are suitable
for treatment by S/S technologies. As noted in previous comments, S/S performance rnily vary
significantly with the particular metal and treatment of multiple metals can be significantly more difficult
than treatment of a single metal bccause the optimal treatnent pmcess and conditions may differ widely.

Section 5.1.5, p. 5-57, lsst paragnph and page 5-5t, poragraph 2. Tbe texr indicates thar groundwarer
6pareminssl ooDcentratioDs will alteDuate over tirDe; please discuss the mecbanisms for anenuation. ln
addition please discuss on the applicability of natural anenuation under EPA Guidance on Use of Monitored
Natural Aaenuation at Superfund, RCP"I Conedive Action, and Underground Storage Tar* Sites, (OSWER
Direaive Number 92n.+In and wbetber thc groundwuer monitoring progmm will comply with the
demonstration requiremens iB that guidance. Also please cite literature on tbe applicability of narural
attenuatioD for the specific COCs at these sites.

Section 5.1.5, p. 5-57, palagraph 2. The requirement for a curing period should be oored; the 'pasry

mixture" will not tlpically be placed in that state. Also, the treatmenr process in this case should be
specified so that a finished produa that is soil-like orat least workable (i.e., not cemenr like ormonolithic)
to enable is placcment and grading is the cnd rcsult of the ueatment process. In acoality 'solidification'

is not the pFocess goal, but "stabiliz-tion" is the treatment goal.
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Section 5.1.5, p. 5-57, paragraph 3. If the trcated soil is used as foundation material, tbe placement
process is likely to occur over an enended perid of time. Please discuss the type of temporary conuols
that will be needed to control runoff, erosion, etc. of the placed foundation material prior to
comnenoement of the capping process.

Section 5.1.5, p. 5-57, poragraph 5 and p. 5-5t, paragraph 3. The text irdicates that groundwater
collected from the interccptor trcnch will bc pretreated and discharged to the POTW. Table 4-14 provides
POTW criteria, and shows that csscutially Do tnatmetrt is required (as noted previously, it would be uscful
to add the maximun obscrved values to this table to asscss the potentid tbat some treatment may be
rcquired). It may be more cost effective to pay periodic surcharges to the POTW for parameten like TSS
ralber than to provide ueatment onsite. Please discuss tbe assumptions tbat were made in tbe cost estinate
regarding pretreahrcDt and disposal costs. It is possible that groundwater collected from thc interceptor
trench will not contain high levels of solids; if the aencb includes a gravel bed and the PVC prpe is
wrapped in geotextile fabric, the actual solids in the collected water should be low.

Section 5.1.5, p. 5-5t, paregraph 5 end p.5-59, paragraph 2. Please discuss the projected volrrrne of
water that will be collected from the trcnch and how the equalization capacity has becn determined. Also,
please include the locatioo of Pump Sadon A on Figure 54.

Section 5.1.5, p. 5-59, paragraph 3. In tbe second senrenoe, something appea$ to be missing; it says
'because..." and Oen the rest of tbe seilence does not make seose.

Section 5.1.5.2, p. 5{0, paragraph 4. Thc last sentence, '....to determine the type of solid waste would
be used ' is confusing. Please clariS.

Section 5.1.5.2, p. 5{1, paragraph l. Please address whether the RCRA rules for Temporary Treatment
Units (fiUs) (or California equivalents) are ARARs for this alternative. Storage of untreated soil must
also comply with state regulations regarding sliminating possible runoff and discharge into the bay.

Section 5.1.5.3, p.S42,paragraph 3. Please indicate if tbe S/S studies cited provide data on mixtures
of metals similar to those_to be stabilized in Parcel E soils.

Section 5.1.5.3, p. 5{3, paragrapb 3. Please discuss if anchors or tiebacks are needed for the sbeetpile
walls and if seismic requirements affect the design of tbe sheetpile wall.

Section 5.1.5.4, p. 5{4, paragraph 2. Tbe tcxt stales that TD condensate as well as LNAPLs would be
destroyed by offsite incineration. Please also include tbe potential for recycling at least some of these
materials since this is lieing considered as a option in previous alternatives.

Section 5.1.5.5, p. 5{9, paragraph 4. Please clari$ why the groundwater discharge perid for this
alternative is to be indefrnitely rather than tbe 30 yean assuned in other alternatives. The period is
acrually indefinite forall of the alternatives thet isvelvs collection of groundwater, so all alternatives should
b0 coupared on an equal basis, i.e., &g st^ndard 30-year perid.

Section 5.1.5.6, p. 5-70, paragraph 3. The list of metals citcd here for S/S is different thao those nored
on page 564. Please explain that some of these metals are amphoteric and consider that a single pH value,
as cited generically on page 5{4, may Dot be appropriate. As prcviously noted, S/S pcrformance Eay vary
significantly with the specific metals present and the discussion should address those metals of conccrn ar
for this dternative.

Section 5. 1.5.6, p. 5-70, paragraph 4. Please clariff the basis and justificaion for the 90% or greater
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reduction in mobiliry efficiency requirement. Discuss actual requirernent for reduction in mobility.

Section 5.1.5.6, p. 5-71, poragraph 4, and Soctlon 5.1.5.9, p. S-73, pangraph 2. Thesc paragraphs
are inconsistent; page 5-73 indicates possible public conccrn over S/S emissions while page 5-71 staes that
there will be no such emissions. Plcase resotve this discrepancy.

Section 5.1.6, p. 5-73, rnd rcmainder of Attenrative 6. Please refer to prcvious cotnments rcgarding:

o EPA policy regarding the usc of Darural attenuation.
o Comments ondescriptions and evaluarion criteria which rcference prcvious alternatives may apply

to Alteruative 6 as well.
o Discharge of groundwarer to the POTW

Section 5.1.6, p. 5-74, paragraph 3. Please indicatc if this excavuion of IR43 would be the same as
in previous alternatives, i.e., only linited excavation into thc groundwater table regardlcss of the depth of
6snreminetiga. If this is true, Cotrt'minetion will ljmein in place, and Clean closure or excavation tO
cleanup criteria nay not be achieved. Please address post-closure monitoring for this potentid outcome.

Section 5.1.6, p.5-75, paragraph l. Please discuss the assumptions that were made in the cost estilute
regarding tbe quantities of soil disposed by each mcthod and also discuss assumptious relative to in-
state/out-of-state disposal.

Section 5.1.6.3, p. 5-7t, paragraph l. Please discuss ifanchors or tiebacks are necded for the sheepile
walls and if seismic rcquircments affect the design of shectpile wall as well.

Figure 5-5. Please locate Pump Station A ou this figure.

Section 5.1.7, p. 5{3. Please refer to prcvious oomnents regarding:

. Regulations for consolidating solid waste in one area for redisposal.

. EPA policy regarding the use of Damrd attenuation.

. Management of infiltration yithin eocapsulated areas.
o Qsmments on descriptions and evaluation criteria which reference previous alternaives may apply

to Alternative 7 as well.
o Discharge of groundwarer ro tbe POTW

Section 5.1.7, p. 5{3, paragraph 5. Please discuss the ruionale for landfilling the 'visibly"

contaminated soil rather than placing it benearh the debris zone cap.

Section 5.1.7, p.5{5, paragraph 2. Tbe text indicates that groundwater conraminant concentrations will
attenuate over tine; please discuss the contaninant-spccific mechanisms for anenuation. In addition, please
discuss the applicability of natural attenuation under EPA Guidance on Use of Monitored Natural
Atterwation at Superfund, RCP.d Concdive A6ion, and Underground Storage Ta* Sites, (OSWER
Direaive Number 92N.+17) and whether tbe groundwuer monitoring progmm will comply wirh the
demonstralion requirements in that pidancc. AIso please cite lircranre on the applicabiliry of nanrd
anenuation for the specific COCs u tbqse sitcs.

Section 5.1.7' p. 5{5' paragraph 3. Pleasc discuss how incidental rainfatl and percolation into
encapsulued Parcel E AOCs will bc controlled. As recognizrd on page 5-E, infiItration nay [s minimized
but not totally gliminat6{. Since groundwater coutaminant oongentations in these areas may rcmain above
criteria, particularly if excavation caDnot remove all sources, long term collection, treatnent and discharge
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would bc nccded.

Section 5.1.?, p. 5{5, paragraph 4. Since groundwater cxtr"ction and pretreatment is not conducted
under this alreruative, protectioD of the bay relies upon oatural anenualion after source (soil and LNAPL)
removal is complere. Please confirm that the groundwater monitoring Program will comply witb the

demonsuarion requirements under EPA Gitidarrce on IJsc of Monircred Naural Attenuation at Superfwd,
RCf4 Conedive Action, and Underground Storage Tar* Sites, (OSWERDireaive Nurnber 92N.+In.

Section 5.1.7, p. 5{7, paragraph 3. Until the natural attcnuation proce$ is docurnente* drough long-
term monitoring, it cannot be stafed with certainty thd rhis dteroative is protective ,;f groundwater

rccsptors, including aquatic life in the Bay, unless it can be definitively stated lhar fc,iowing removal
actions aII rcnuining grotutdwuer cotanination will bc bclow srandards (in which casc, logically,
groundwuer monitoring would not be nccessary). Plcasc revisc.

Soc{ion 5,1.7.4, p. 5{E. This scction does not address whcther Alrcrarive 7 will result in any reduaion
of mobiliry, rcxiciry, or volume. Please revise.

Section 5.1.t, p. 5-93. Please,refer to previous comnents regarding:

o EPA policy regarding the use of natural attenualion.
. Management of infiltration within encapsulated areas.
. Comrneots on descriptions and evaluation criteria which reference previous alternatives may apply

to Alternative E as well.
. Discharge of groundwater to the POTW.

Section 5.1.E.4, p. S-fl, paragraph 1. Under the hading Destnrction of Toxic Hazardous Substanccs,
the text states that natural anenuation will reduce groundwater contamination ooncentrations. Please sute
clearly which of the COCs will bc attenuated by destntaion, to support including this statement in this
section.

Section 5.2.1, p. 5-101, paragraph 2. EPA disagrees with the statelnent that treatment is only sligbtly
more protecrive because the statutory preference fortreatment is based on the presumed destruction of toxic
substances while containment could always, in principal, fail.

Section 5.2.1, 9.5-101, paragraph 3. In addition to increasing the rare of cleanup, achieving the cleanup
goal in a shoner perid of time, souree (LNAPL) removal will be rcquired for dternatives which rely upon
natural attenuation to meet cleanup criteria.

Section 5.2.3, p. 5-103, paragraph l. The statement rhet sonsolidation under a cap and offsite disposal
are e4ually protective conflicts with the statenent on page 5-l0l (paragraph 2 in Section 5.2.1) that offsile
disposal is more protective than consolidation under the cap. Please resolve rhis discrepancy.

Section 5.2.3, p. $103, poragraph 3. Thcre are internal contradictions in the argumcos for long'term
effectiveness and pcrmanence as shown by the conllid bcnveen text in paragraph 3 on page 5-103 where
it is stated rhat r€upval of saturated soil is bener than containment, collection and treatment (and concludes
thar Alteroarives 7 and 8 are bener than the other alternatives) and the last paragraph in this section on Page
5-l0a Oaragraph 3) which indicares thar containment is bcner becausc this component has parccl wide
impacr rather than addressing only a portion of the parccl (concluding that Alternativas 2 througb 6 are
bener than 7 and 8). Please resolve these contradictory algruDents.

In order for groundwater discharge to the bay to be more protective than discharge to the POTW, it would
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seem that Eeatment before discharge to the bay would be required (untess groundwater already mects
standads by natural anenuation in which case discharge to either the bay or the POTW is equally
protective), but this is not provided in Alternative 3. Assuming that the POTW dso trcats the groundwarer
prior to discharge to the same bay, either would appear ro bc cqually protective. Please resolve.

Section 5.2.4,9,5-105' paregraph 7. Bccausc LNAPIT will be recovered by skimming and then cirher
recycled or destroyed, the mass of hazardous substanccs in LNAPIJ and hence in groundwater g!!! be
reduced in Alternatives 3 through 8. Revise the rexr.

Section 5.2.6, p. 5-10t, lest paragraph. The text srarets that onsite disposal will have a lower impact rhan
offsite disposal; however, offsite disposal requires only loading rrucks while onsire rcdisposal requires
controlled placement, conpaction and grading tr1 3 minirnum. Tbercfore, onsite rcdisposal actually invotves
grcater impact to HPS from rcmediation and constnrction-relued activity.

Section 5.2.5, p.5-109, pragraph 3. To stare that cngineering oontrcls for excavation in the tidal zone
would be 'extreme' is an overstatement. Excavarion io shallow tidat areas is a relatively routine operation.
Please revise.

Section 5.2.6, p. 5-109, lasl paragraph. This paragraph argues that discharge to lhe bay is easier tban
treatment and discharge to a POTW because discharge ro tbe bay requires treatmenr. ln addition to being
internally inconsistent (i.e., discharge to POTIV also reguires'treatmenr"), this sentence is logically
incorrect because the degree of treatment for bay discharge is higber than for POTW discharges and
therefore tealment for bay discharge is harder, not casier. Furthermore, as previously noted, if the
grouDdwater is clean enougb to discharge to the bay under Alrcrnativcs 3 and 4 (another inconsistency in
this paragraph) then it is most likely clean enough to discharge to the POTW (or, for that maner, ro not
re4uire conainment at all). Please rcvise for consistency and clarity.

Section 5.2. It is unclear why a table sumrnerizing the comparative ranking of the altematives was not
included in the FS. Please explain how the Navy intends to sclect an alternative witbout understanding bow
the alternatives would be ranked in comparison with each other. Cost cannot be the sole determining
factor.

Table 5-3. Tbe totals shown for Alteruative 2/Scenario l, Alternative 4/Scenario 3, and Alteruative
7/Scenario l, do not match rhe totals provided in Appendix G.
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Section 2.0,P,82, paragraph 1. The text itrdicates an in-place volume of 385,000 cy. Please explain
why it was considered necessaxy or appropriate to calculaE the excavated vol'me (i.e., discuss whether
this was done for disposal calcutations).

Section 2.0, P. D2, paragraph 2. Based on the sire history, it appears that asbestos should be included
in tbe list of COCs.

Section 2.0' P.II'2, paragraph 3. It is unclear whether rhc rcsidential and indusuial use scenarios include
the assumpdon tbat these sites would be backfilled to exisri'g (rather than originet pre-landfill) grade for
rcdevelopment. Please also discuss the extent to which excavarion (without backfill) would rcsult in rhe
clulent boundary zones of these sites bcing nrbmerged wit! tbe creation of a new shoreline and whether
it would be necessary to backfill these sites if this occurred.
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Section 3.0, p. IL4, parsgraph 2. Bccause thcsc siles are oD the shorcline the RAOs should include
prcventing migration of contaminants to the bay. This RAO can apply to soil as well as to groundwater,
so containrncnt as well as excavation Eay be applicable.

Sec{ion 4.1, p. D.5, lsst poragreph. It is unclear whether a dcbris sorting step (bcyond the obvious
segregarion of radium) is a potentid oonponent of this op€ration. Pleasc discuss the extent of backfill
operations, particululy for areas near the bay.

Scction 4.2, p.I)-6, rnd Sec{ion 4.{, p. I}7. Thc text starcs that this acrion would not address other
rcmedid lnits. This is equally tnre for the discussions in Section 4 for all of the remedial units, but this
scatement was Dot made for the other udts in Section 4. Plcase explain why this was noted specifically
for this dteruative.

7. Section 5.0, p. D7, paragraph 3. It is insufficient to conclude that [scauss this technology is not
"easily" implemented il should bc rejected. Many technologies which are Dot "easy' are still feasible.
Please provide additional justification for rcjecting this tecbaology.

APPENDD( E

l . DAFs are not being used for the Parcel B remedial action monitoring plan. Please explain why the DAF
model should be applied to Parcel E groundwuer.

Sec,tion 2.0, p.Fr2, paragraph 2. The HGAIs were discused in the RI, but a brief suunary of how
they were developed should be included in the FS.

Section 2.0, p. E-5, paragraph 2. The rcxt states that DAFs are chemical and location-specific.
However, meny chemical (and hydrogeologic) parameters were derivcd from the literarure (Section 2.2.3,
p. E-l-7, paragraph I, sentence 2 and Table E-l-2). This seems to contradict tbe site-specific nafure of
the DAF calculations.

The porential fate of chemicals in tbe environment is discussed on page E-1-8. However, the discussion
does not include addilionat chemical interactions such as cosolvency for orgeni6, chelation and speciation
of inorganics that may alter the disuibution and sorption prop€rties of chcmicals in groundwater. Please
explain whether these possibilities are considered in the DAF calculations. These additional interactions
may be siguifrcant because the scnsitiviry enalysis indicated that Kd as well as source parameters had the
greatest significance oo model resuls.

Section 2.2.1, p. E-l{, paragraph 2. The text Dotes that the DAF calculation assumes thu the release
continues I year after sourcie rcmovd. Plcasc disctrss how DAFs would be appticable for sccnarios where
the source is not removed, for example, in arcas where excavation does Dot continue bclow the water table
but contamination extends to below the wuer table. It appean that DAFs should only used for those
alternatives that involve complete souroe removal.

Section 2.2.3, p. E-1-9, poragraph 3 rnd Sec{ion 2.3, g. F-l-10. The text states that the model
prediction in the source well was compared to the actual measured ooncentration ("for simplicity assumed
to be lfil pElL") [emphasis added]. This does not Eake scnsc. It appears that assumed values instead
of actual values werc used to oomparc model results. Without comparison of model predictious to actual
values, it is unclear how the model c-n bc validated. Please explain-

Section 3.0, p. F-l-f0. The tcxt concludes that the DAFs are gcnerally conservative by not considering
chemical and biological degradarioa. However, a number of the COCs, iucluding tbe metals and
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recalcitrant organics are, at bst, minimaUy degraded by these priocesses. Therefore the DAFs for these
andytes would not necessarily be conservative. Pleasc revisc the conclusion.

7. Table E-4. Please provide rhe units for the DAF adjusted screening criteria.

APPENDD( F

General Comments

l. Soction 3.0, p.F-3. This section states that the figures forthe former Parcel D sites, IR 36 North, IR
. 36 South, and IR 36 West, arc included as Anachment F-2. However, the figures thar werc provided only

apply to Scenario J and are not appropriate for evaluation of soil volunes for Sccnarios I and 2. Ptcase
provide the figures for Scenarios I and 2.

2. trigures F-2-1, F-2-2, and F-2-3. These figurcs do not corrcspond to the tables for IR sites 36 Norrh
(Tables F-2L and F-3L), 36 South (Tables F-2M and F-3M), and 36 West (Tables F-2N and F-3N)
rcspectively, and cannot b€ used to evaluate the areas and soil volumes proposed for remediation under risk
assessmeDt Scenario's I and 2.

Specific Comments

l. Tables F-2D' Remediation Area 02C-3. This remediation area is proposed to be excavared to 2 feet,
which is less than 2 minimum I foot below the deepest cont'min:red sample. If the excavation is limited
by tbe depth to groundwater, please indicate this on the table, othenvise, rcvise the depth.

2. Table F-2D' Remedistion Area 02C-4. The proposed depth of this remediation is less tban I foor below
the most contaminated sample. This excavation should be decper.

3. Table F-2I. Boring IRI4B008 (section BC-33) in Figure F-9 is shown wift ssateminetion due to arsenic
and beryllium posing a risk greater than l.0E-5. Please cxplain why this area w:!s not desiguated a de
minings cleanup area or included in an area requiring remedial action.

4' Teble F-2.I, Remediation Area l2-1. In tbe Risk Assessment Findings for Remediation Area l2-1, the
InaJdmum depth of conr"minetion discussed is 6.25 feet. Please explain why the proposed excavation was
projected ro exrend ro 12 feet instead of to an 8 or 9 foot deprh.

5. Table F-2L' Remediation Ar€a 36N-1. Please provide the rationale for the proposed excavation in
Remediation Area 36N-1 to 12 feet based on tbe risk due to the arsenic sample from 3.25 feet. The
grearesr depth of 6fts1 ssstaminanrs (Figure F-2-l) is 6.25 feet.

6. Table F-3D' Remediation Area 02C-3. This remediuion area is propos€d ro be excavated to 2 feet,
which is less than 3 minimum I foot below the decpest 6sstrrninatsd sample. If tbe excavation is limited
by the depth to groundwaler, please indicate rhis oD the table, othercrise, revise the depth.

7 . Table F-3H, De minimrc sr€a DA-z. pg minimus area DA-2 is lisred witb an ErcR of 9 x l0-7, which
is less than the l0{ cleanup criteria. Please provide rationale for the proposed rcdiarion of this area.

8. Table F-38, De Minimus Area DA-f . Tbe proposed excavation depth of de minimus area DA-4 is listed
as 14 feet. Tbe depth of conr'minirion listed in tbe remedial action findings and also in Figrrc F-8 is 8.5
feet. Please veriff proposed excavation depth and consider reducing rhe depth to 10.5 or 1l feet.
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9. Table F-3I, Rernedietion Area 1l/14/15-5. Tbe proposed depth of excavation in this area is four feet and
the risk assessmenr findiags state thar the maximum depth of coatamination of 3.75 fer;t. Please provide
tbe rationale for a proposed excavation to only 4 fect instead of to 6 feet.

Table F-3.I, De Minimus Aret DA-3. The Risk Asscssment Findings for De Minimus Area DA-3, states
that the excavation is based on surface contamination, yet the proposed depth is 4 fect instead of to 2 feet.
Please justify the additional 2 fet of cxcavation.

Table F-3K, Remedirtion Area 13-2. Itr thc Risk Assessment Findings for Remediation Area l3-2, the
Eaximum depth of conr"mination discussed is 2.25 feet. Please provide the rationale for tbc proposed
excavation to 8 feet as stated instead of to 4 feet.

Tabte F-3L, Roediation Area 35N-1. Plcasc provide the rationale for thc proposed excavation in
Remediation Area 36N-l to 12 feet based on the risk due to the arsenic sample from 3.25 feet. The
greatest depth of otber coor'minrnts (Figure F-2-l) is 6.25 feet.

Table F-{L, Renediation Ar,ea 36N-1. Plcasc provide thc ruionale for the proposed excavation in RA
36N-1 to 12 fet, insread of to E feet, bascd on the maximum de,pth of contamination to 6.25 feet.

Table F-4L, De Minimus Area DA{. Please explain why the proposed excavation is limited to a 4 foot
depth when the ELCR is 1.084 from contamination to 9.25 feet. If groundwater is expected to limit the
depth of excavaiion, please indicate this on the table.

Figure F-l and Table F-3A. ps minimus area DA-l is listed in scction AH-28 in Table F-3A; this boring
is not shown on the figure. There is, however, a DA-l in section lJ'l-27 (boring IR72B0I7) but Table
F-3A does nor list Nl-27 as atr area requiring cleanup. Please resolve this discrepancy.

16. figure F-2. Boring IR0IB004 (section AC-29) is shown as exceeding the lxl0-5 cleanup criteria but is
not included as a remediation area, is not included as a de Eininus atea, is not included under the landfill
cap, and is not discussed as not requidng remediation in Tables F-28 or F-38. It appears that the landfill
cap should be extended over the vicinity ef rhis boring. Please clari$ the status of the proposed
remediation for this area.

17 . Figure F-3. Please indicate in the legend the meaning of the dasbed beavy, blue line. From previous the
figure this line would app€ar to bc the "Debris Zone Boundary.'

APPEN]DX G

General Comments

l. A synopsis of tbe cost cstimates should be included to identiS the factors tbat determine differences in
costs between alternarives. For example, it appean that Alternative 5 is similar to Altcrnative 4 except
that the soil is treared with a mobile unit in Altcrnative 5. The cost of Alternative 5 is thercfore more than
the cost of Alternarive 4. Another example is that a coryarison is nccded between Alrcrnarives 6 and 8,
because the sane amount of soil is handld in Alteroative 8 as is bandled in Alternative 6. It appears,
however, that even thougb AlterDative 8 does Dot hclude sheet piles, the cost is higher likely due to
encapsulating IR4l/21 and IR42 debris zones. The synopsis should dso discuss similsrilies between
drcrnatives; for example, whether the weigbt/volume of soil treated in Alternative 5 (WBS 33.14 and
33.15) is the same volune of soil that is disposd of in Alteroative 6 (WBS 33.19). These types of
relationships between costs should be sunmarized thorougbly.

10.
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2. The sensitiviry of the costs within a singlc altcrnativc rclative to the various cleanup standard scenarios
needs to be discussed. pol s;emFle, the cost of Alternativc 2 varies little fron scenario to scenario. The
cost of Alternative 6, howevcr, more than doubles when comparing Scenario I to Sccaario 3. The
groundwater costs vary linle from sccnario to sccnario within a single alternative, so prcsumably, tbe cost
is more sensitive to the anrount of soil bcing handled.

3. The ovcralt design of the cap systems sbould be described briefly in the assurytions (single layer versus
multi-layer). The scparare conponeats necd to be tid together.

4. The requirement for accuracy is +50 percent to -30 percent. Some oosls are in the $100,000,000 range
such as $207,033,000 for Alternative 8, Scenario 3. The totals should probably be rounded to tbe nearest
$100,000 or maybe even $1,000,000, depending on the number. The cost estimates are probably not
acqrmte enough to be rcported to the nearest $1,000.

Soecific Comments

l. Page C-2,33.03.02. Replace 'grabbing'with "gnrbbing." Also, add uniform units for casier
comparisons (i.e., $3,800 per acre is $0.79lSY so that oosts can be compared to 33.03.03.07 at $0.67lSY).

2. Page G'2, 33.07.M.M. Please clarify whether "$48 per acre" is a cost per day, or lump sum cost.

3. Page C--2' 33.0t.05.07 cnd 33.0t.05.0t. Please clarify whether these are delivered and installed costs.

4. Page G{, bullets 3 and t. Please explain why costs for demolition and well abandonment were included
in groundwater oosts since these activities arc necessary 1q implement soil alternatives (i.e., capping or
excavation, rcspectively).

5. Page G.5, bullet 2. Please specify whether the volumes cited are in tnrck yards or bank yards.

Please clarify whether excavatiou and stockpiling assumptioui werc applied equally to both sarurated and
unsarurated soils. Since excavation in the sarurated zone is more difficult, a lower productivity factor or
similar changes should differentiue this typc of excavation from excavation of rrnsarurated soils.

Poge G5, bullet 4 end p. G.7, Section 33.02. It is stated on page G-5 thar the cost for sampling included
labor, equipmenr, materials, and enrll4ical costs. Page G-7 indicates that unit costs for sampling include
labor, equipment, and materials; ,nalytical eosts arc given a sepamte rrnit cost. Please explain why the cost
basis is different and for clariry, revise so rhar unit cost basis is the same.

Page G{, bullet 1. Please discuss the rationale for the 90% immobilizrtion efhcienry and provide the
assumed reagent quantiry/ratio in addition to the volume increase provided.

Page G{, buller 2. Please discuss the ruionale for the 90% TD efficiency.

Page G{' bullets 3 and 4. Pleasc indicate tbc basis for tbese assumptions (e.g., field obscrvation).

Page G6, bullet 3. The text states assumptions rcgarding whetber the soil 'con!ai.ns" a hazardous waste.
Please clarify whether this was intcnded to Ecan "contai-ns a listed hazardous waste" as il the RCRA'Contained-in rule" or whether this actually means that the soils do (or do not) exhibit RCRA
Characteristiqs. The distinaion is important in costing treatment and disposal of these soils.

Page G{, Sec{ion 33.ffi. Dust control is provided on a pcr month basis. On page G-2, item 33.0?

6.
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provides dust control costs on a per acre basis. Please cxplain why a different basis is used in these nvo
soctions. It would be bener to use the same cost basis so tbat tbe reader can see whether oosts are
comparable.

12. Pege C-t, O&M costs, bullet 3 end p. G-3, O&M Cost, bullet 3. The former provides inspection costs
"pcr inspection" while the laner provides costs "per year" with the same unit cost foreach. Please cxplain
and consider using the same basis for both items.

13. Page Cr9, 2nd buttet. Please spocify whetber the volumes are cited tmck yards s1[ank yards.

14. Page G.10, bullet l. Based upon the list of analnical paraspters for groundwater monitoring, it does not

rypear that a nanral attenuation demonsradon is being considered, bccause only routine rnrlyses for COCs
are included. EPA guidancc (EPA Guidance on (Jse of Monitored Natural Aneruation at Superfund, RCM
Coneaive Adion, and ltnderground Storage Tat* Sites, (OfiVER Direaive Nunber 92N-4-In ) should
bc consulted wben proposing this remedial technology. As stared oD page 18 of that guidance 'Details of
the proposed monitoring programs should be provided to EPA and the State implementing agenry as part
of any proposed monitorcd narural aftenuation remedy.' These monitoring programs must include rnelyses

that demonstrate that narural attenuation is occuning.

15. Page G.10, 3rd bullet. 'Costs for San Frocisco Bay discharge"...Clariff that this is a sampling cost and
not some other cost such as permining fecs (change to 'sampling costs for San Francisco Bay discbarge",
if appropriate).

16. Page G-12, 2nd of two entries 33.03.03.X. Please explain what "filling the Bay Area" means.

17. Page G-12, 33.06.02.03. Please use a conventional unit or label instead of 'ft2 age."

Office of Regional Counsel (ORC) Comments

General Comments

I. Throughout rhe document are references to lhe NCP and even quotes from the NCP without any direct
citation ro which part of the NCP the Navy is referring. When the Navy is citing to the NCP to suppon
a point, they should state to wbere in the NCP they are referring.

Z. Page 3-37 (Section 3.3.2.1): The use of a fence as an access restriction is not'instirutional controls'.
Instead it is considered an engineering contml. Engineering controls such as fences should be discussed
with the other engineering conuols whicb may b€ usd as patt of the various remedial activities. The deed
rcstriction discussion of the institutional control language should lpmain.

3. Page 4-26 (Section 4.3.2.4) - The soil stockpiles must be rctained within a defined area of contamination
to avoid voilaring land disposal restrictions. In addition, for LDR analysis the soils need to be rcsted at
the "point of generation", which means when and where they arc dug up. By placing the soils in a
stockpile, dilution tnay occur which is @ntra to the very Purpose of LDRs.

Comments with Regard to ARARs

A. Sect ion 3.1.3.1 et seo.

The ARARs discussion in the FS is problematic, and really needs to be redone. ln section 3, the Navy
does not look u each remedial dternarive and discussing ARARs in the context of each alternalive, and
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E.

instead the FS discusses ARARs by location (for example ARARs for the IR4l/21 and IR{2 area and
ARARs for IR43 area etc.). However, in Soction 5 of the RI they discuss each remedial alternative, and
then have an abbreviated discussion of ARARs under each alternarive with some confusing references back
to Section 3. It appean tbat these 2 scctions somehow need to be consolidated so that there is a complete
discussion of the applicable and rclevant and appropriue rcquirements for each alteruative, and not in some
generic rcference to location.

B. Page 3-lt (SectioD 3.1.3.1): to is statemcil that there are no chemical specific ARARs for soil, the Navy
should add to this statement that cleanup sundards for soils will be dctcrmined based on risk.

D.

c. Frge 5{: Why is there nor discussion of Alrcroarive l?

Page 5-9 (Section 5.1.2.2): Last paragraph of page 5-9. The Navy states that "csrrain provisions" were
determined by the Navy not to be relevant and appropriare. The Navy needs to state which provisions were
not determined to be relevant and appropriate, and why rhis determination was made.

Page 5-10 (Section 5.1.2.2): In discussing filling wetlands in the second full paragraph of this page, rhe
Navy states that it will comply with COE NWP NO. 38. Please provide clarification of this ARAR and
why it applies here.

Page 5-10 (Section 5.1.2.2): Third full paragraph rcfers to the CZMA and the CCA. Are rbese ARARs,
and if such which section 4plies and why does ir apply?

Page 5-10 (Section 5.1.2.2): [:st scntenc€ statcs thar Resolurion 9249is "potentially" an ARAR. It eirher
is or is Dot an ARAR. State whether it is or is not, and which provisions of it are ARARs.

Page 5-22(Section 5.1 .3): The Navy should be discussing testing rhe soil to sec wherher or nor ir mects
the land disposal restrictions of RCRA, as opposed to 'cxhibiting hazardous waste characteristics" and
they should be complying with the State RCRA program as California is an authorized stare. [n addition
the following discussion of the requirements for dcsignation of a CAMU should be folded into the ARARs
discussion as these are the legal rcquirements for designation of a CAIr,lU "nit, and identi$ the cxact
requiremens which are considered ARARs. As it currently staDds, there is just a reference back to this
section in tbe ARARs anatysis (Se page 5-31). (see also page 5-52 where rhe same problem exisrs).

Page 546 (Section 5.1.4.2): Please clarify how visibly contamiuted soil can be a criteria forwhat soil
is removed.

J. Page 5-60 (Section 5.1.5.2) - The discussion that CAMU designation will not be necessary should not be
that the soils no longer 'exhibit tr hezrrdss5 waste characteristic" but instead that the soils comply with
tbe land disposal restrictions. Same comment to first sentence of page 5-61. Thc last sentence of the frst
paragraph of this Section 5.1.5.2 is unclear.

Comments from Dr. Dan Stralks, EPA risk assessor

General Comment

The remedial action objectives (RAOs) are not based on tbe most curent data. Just as the eval.ation of the extent
sf 6oalaminetion changes with new data, tbe RAO should rcflect the most current toxiciry data. This will have the
effect of raising the RAOs for several chemicals and lowering it for orhen but it will be based oD current toxicity
data that is reflective of tbe time in which the report is wrinen. Also, the clean-up criteria for each parcel should
be reflective of land-use, the same land-use shoutd prcssnt the same RAO. This is not tbe case presented itr the
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report for tead between thc former parccl D sites and tbc parccl E sites. The difference is anributed to lead in
groundwarer prasented in appendix A. There sbould not be a diffcrencc bctween tbe sites presented in this
docur.ot. The RAO needs to be changcd to reflect currcnt exposure and toxicity values Presented in the latest PRG
tables and the lcad value should be 169 ppm for residential and 1000 ppm for indusuial.

Specific comnents

l. Table ES-3, &cnario # 3, rcsidential should only have a single clcan-up goal for lead.

Z. Page ES-6 fint paragraph. The daermimtiou of an action level of 55 ppm for vinyl chloride in groundwater
is based only of current concentrations and Dot ingrowth due to breakdown of TCE. Controls will need rc be

in place at areas of c,hlorinated solvcnt releases. This necds to be cxpressd in the feasibility sMy.

3. Page 2-129, fint paragraph. $lhy is thc lead level diffcrent tbea the 169 ppm used elsewhere on the parcel?

4. Page 3-9 scction 3.1.2.3 RAOs based on HHRA consurytion of aquatic life pathway. This pathway could be
assessed by some limited fish saopling data to cvaluate the current potcntial hazards. San Francisco bay does
have several fishing advisories but are they appropriate in tbe vicinity of Hunter's Point? Even though there
is a 'no fishing policy' currently al Hunter's Point, is there a need to require and reinforce this in the furure?

5. Page 3-32 section 3.1.4. Where is the mixcd-use property that is in this parcel?

6. Page F-4 fourth bullet, determinarion whcn action is not ueoessary. Wbat is the rationale for using 2 times tbe
child hazard index as the point of dcpamue for noncancer cleanup action? Should there also bc a volume
determinatioa for de minimis?

Comments from Cynthia lVelmore, EPA engineer

l. The RCRA+quivalent cap cosrs seem very higb. The report cites a oonstnrction cost of $20 million for a 40'
acre site ar IR{1/21 & IR42. At Fresno Sanitary lltrdfill, the constnrctiou cost for a 145-acre multilayer cap
is estimated after the frnal design at $8 million.

2. Stormwater Management - A Parccl E sitewide stonnwater mrnegeneot plan, including grading plan, needs
to be developed for the final remedy so all water running off site is handled properly.

Gas Control - The gas control system for the multilayer cap w:rs identified as a passive system. lt is premature
to eliminate an active gas control since the type of gas and gas generation nrtes are not known. Also, gas
rreatment may be needed. The type of gas control can be addressed in the design but the feasibiliry should
aclnowledge that gas control is requircd and gas seatnent Eiglt bc needed.

Sheetpile - Througbout Chapter 5, thc shecpile containment is roued as "a barrier', as "stopping flow", as
'totally encapsulating @trtanitratrts'. Shecpiles can be uscd, i , to
minimize flow into or out of an area. Shcctpiles as containmcnt would rcquire an coryrchensive and extensive
monitoring system and may requirc puoping of groundwarer within the contained area. The Navy should
provide analysis and justification tha the sheepile will retain is integrity and provide long-term protectiou.
Also, why were slurry walls not considered in Ct4ter 4?

Decd Resuictions - Deed rcstrictions are repeatedly referred to as providing long-term assurance thar exposure
will bc glimineted. Deed restrictioos ar€ very hard to policc and it is inevitable that exposure will occur,
espccially under a single-layer cap. Therefore, deed restrictions cannot be considercd coryletely reliable or
very effective for the long-term.
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6. kndnll Coven for Radioactive material - RCRA Subtitle C landfill coven are designed for bazardous
materials, not including radioactive material. The Navy should provide analysis and verification that the cover
it proposes will in fact be protective for radiation.

Chaoter 4

2. Section 4.3.1 - Docs the groundwater level ever rise into the trash prism? If so, this water would be
considered leachate and more aggrcssive leaclare conuol Beasures Bay be needed.

Section 4.3.1.2 Alternative 2 (IR{l/21 & tR42)- What is tbe fiaal use for the cap areas? Is it fenccd open
space? The muitilayer cap described in this section is a typical Subtitle C hazardous waste landfill cover
systen. This system may need modification dcpending on final usc of properry.

Section 4.3.2.2 Alternative 2 (IR{3) - The use of dual-phase extractioD or bioslurping to remove LNAPLS nay
nemove a significant volume but lhere will be rcsidual LNAPb tbat will continue to be a source. Therefore,
the use of sourcc reduction will also require some source control couponent.

Section 4.3.2.2 Alternative 2 (tR-03) - What is the plan for the contaminated soils below the shallow ground
water? Also, LNAPL skimming will leave some residual LNAPL thal may rccontrminale the clean backfill
if the wuer table rises.

Section 4.3.2.2 Alternative 2 OR{3) - The confirmation sampling details should be included in the SAP for
the excavation including the statistical procedures used to determine the confirmation sampling frequency.

Section 4.3.2.3 Alternative 3 (IR43) - The sheet piles and capping should limil vslgl entering and leaving the
enclosed area. However, a groundwater level monitoring plan should be inplemented verifying that the
groundwater is not leaving. Also, a oontingency groundwater plan should be devised.

Section 4.3.2.5 Alternative 5 0R{3) - Why is only visible contaninated soil being removed? Is tbere any
verification that all contaminated soil will be removed?

Section 4.3.3.2 Alternative 2 (Miscellaneous Soils) - Tbe long+erm effectiveness of a single layer cap over
such a large area is at best minimrl. The future occupants will need to install utilities and perform other cap
disrurbing activities. lt is difficult to e$;ure integriry of a single layer cap. Tbe sentence on page 448
expleining why this alternative is retained should remove the word effective.

Section 4 .3.3 .3 Alternative 3 (lv{iscellaneous Soils) - The cost s€ction states that there should be cost savhgs
because borrow material may not have to bc imported for the foundarion layer at IR0l/21. Would not there
be a bonow material requirement for the miscellaneous area excavation equal to what is saved from the
foundation laver?
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